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i INTRODUCTION
The present article is the first part of a study on the hab-
itation in the eastern part of the Dutch river area (fig. i)
between 250 BC and AD 750. As such, it also belongs to
the Eastern River Area (ERA) Project papers, which deal
with various subjects within the same chronological and
spatial co-ordinates. An introduction to this series, and
to the aims of and participants in the ERA project, has
been published recently.1 The stated aims of the project
largely coincide with those of the present, regional
study, which was designed on the one hand to provide a
suitable background and general framework for detailed
investigations on special subjects and on the other to act
as a pilot-study: to explore the limits of the data which
are currently available, to integrate those data at a level
beyond that of sherds, findspots, or distributions and
thereby to locate the worst blind spots in the data-set as
well as to formulate hypotheses, both of which should
serve to direct further research.
The regional study of the eastern river area, which start-
ed in 1978,* was actuated by practical as well as theoreti-
cal motives. At a practical level, the increasing number
of (rescue-)excavations of mainly Roman Period sites
and the change in ROB policy which led to a concentra-
tion of the institute's resources in a restricted number of
research projects3 were a major impetus. As for theoreti-
cal motives, the growing concern with socio-cultural
systems and processes had inevitably led to an acute
awareness of the region as a level at which research
should be conducted. The eastern river area seemed to
be quite suitable for doing regional research which could
be more than the compilation of distribution maps.
There were several reasons for that assumption. Firstly,
the level of archaeological knowledge was already very
high indeed. Antiquarians had occupied themselves with
the area for centuries, and the first scientific excavation
in Nijmegen took place in 1834.* It is also justified to say
that the first real archaeological survey was carried out
around the same time,5 and an increasing body of work
has been done in the century and a half since then. A
Fig. I Location of the eastern river area
peak was reached just after World War II, when the soil
surveys of the Holocene river deposits led to the discov-
ery of an incredible number of settlements: not just
many, but actually most of all the settlements (Roman
and later) which were not eroded.' The numerous post-
war excavations by the ROB and other institutes, as well
as the very intensive surveys and rescue work by compe-
tent amateurs since the 19605, provided additional and
more detailed data.
For these reasons, a regional study of the eastern river
area could start without first conducting a field survey
or, as a fashionable and time-and-money-saving alterna-
1 Bloemers/Hulst/Willems 1980.
2 I am grateful to The Netherlands Organization for the Ad-
vancement of Pure Research (zwo) for a grant which enabled
me to do the basic research from 1978-1980 (grant no. 28-
141). The entire study is intended to serve as a doctoral thesis.
3 See e.g. Van Es 1977.
4 Excavation by C.J.C. Reuvens and C. Leemans (see
Brunsting 1949). For other data on the history of archaeologi-
cal research, see e.g. Byvanck 1943,360-4,395-6; Halbcrtsma
1970; Brongers I976b; Van Es 1977.
5 Heldring 1838-9.
6 See chapter 3, esp. 3.5.
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tive, employ some sort of sampling strategy. This does
not imply that in the end those will not be necessary for
several purposes. Only that they were not necessary at
the outset because the available data were acceptable and
in part even much better than any survey could possibly
hope to produce.
A second reason was the nature of the material evidence.
From most sites at least some artifacts, but usually a fair-
ly and sometimes even very large number, were available
in accessible public and private collections. Equally im-
portant was the available information about the artifacts
themselves. For the Roman Period, a century of research
has provided detailed and reliable typochronological
frameworks. For the Merovingian Period the situation is
somewhat less favourable as far as some sorts of pottery
are concerned. Only for the Late-Iron Age is the typo-
chronological information rather meagre, at least as far as
the most important category of artifacts, the pottery, is
concerned. It is, however, a prehistoric period for which
a chronological 'accuracy' of several centuries in pottery
datings is a normal phenomenon. The unavoidable lack
of detail in a prehistoric context is precisely the reason
why the ERA project, which centres on the Roman Peri-
od, should be able to reach higher levels of interpreta-
tion.
All this is, of course, directly related to the fact that from
the end of the Late-Iron Age onwards, prehistory
changes into protohistory. This is actually the third rea-
son for the attractiveness of the project. There are writ-
ten sources which can be used to derive all sorts of his-
torical, geographical, economical, and anthropological
information. These can be used as a general background,
verification of, or contrast to other data and their inter-
pretation. In addition, there are specific sources refer-
ring to the region itself, which is, after all, the Batavian
heartland.
Finally, a fourth reason for a regional study of the east-
ern river area was the availability of various studies on
the natural environment and ecology of the region, and
the prospect that several more were already in progress
or were to be started, tailored to the needs of the project.
As is discussed in chapter 3, usually very detailed soil
maps of almost the entire area were already available in
1977. In addition, the Netherlands Geological Survey
(ROD) was in the process of completing the research for
sheets 390 and 40 W of the Geological Map of the
Netherlands, and their co-operation provided indis-
pensable information on the Holocene deposits. A pro-
gram of palynological research in the eastern river area,
by the Department for Biogeology of the Nijmegen Uni-
versity, had already resulted in a framework of the vege-
tation history and the variable impact of human occupa-
tion from the 5th millennium BC onwards. Since 1977,
the ongoing research has made various contributions to
geological and archaeological problems.7
Important ecological information is expected from the
archaeozoological investigations of the finds from a
number of recent excavations in Kesteren (38), Heteren
(93), Elst (105), Meinerswijk (126), Druten (214), Ewijk
(232), and Nijmegen (403, 407, 408, 409/410, 412, and
416), which began in 1980.s Preliminary palaeobotanical
research has also been started on several of the Nijmegen
settlement-sites.9 The intensification of this work and
the necessary expansion to a regional scale are, however,
still desiderata. ,
Taken together, all these circumstances led to as well as
allowed the present study and also determined its limita-
tions. The long-term research strategy of the ERA project
is designed to produce data that will eliminate some of
those limitations, although, as an independent enter-
prise, it has various other objectives. Therefore, it is use-
ful to present here in some detail those objectives, the
strategies employed to reach them and the degree to
which these are incorporated in the present study.
I.I THE ERA PROJECT
It is clear that the project did not start as an integrated
whole, with a clear research program based on goals de-
rived from a well-defined theoretical framework. On the
contrary, it began, as it were, in retrospect, to organize
the accumulated and still increasing amount of valuable
data at a time when 'new perspectives in archaeology'
had become visible in the form of conceptual tools to
handle those data in a sensible way.
7 Apart from internal communications of the department,
only a limited number of these have yet been published. See
Teunissen 19806; 1982; Teunissen/Teunissen-van Oorschot
1980.
8 By Drs R. Lauwerier (BAI), zwo-grant no. 28-166: Stock-
breeding, hunting, and ecology during the Roman Period in
the Eastern River Area in the Netherlands (provisional title).
9 By Drs J. Buurman and Mrs P. Gerritsen-Wijnmalen
(ROB).
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These are based on a change from a view of culture as
the sum of characteristic traits to its conception as a sys-
tem, composed of various subsystems and operating
along certain lines which determine their development
(the process of change) and their structure or ordering at
a particular moment in time. These aspects can be stud-
ied by building or deriving models of the ways in which
they work and by formulating hypotheses which can be
tested by archaeological means. This brief description,
of course, does no justice to the complicated theoretical
issues involved10 or to the degree of appreciation for
them by different participants in the project. It is only
intended to indicate a way of thinking which influenced
the objectives and strategy of the project at certain lev-
els.
The ERA project is concerned with the development of
society in a particular region during a specific stretch of
time, notably the Roman Period, and mainly within the
boundaries of the Roman empire. To monitor this devel-
opment, and to try to understand the external and inter-
nal processes involved, requires a division into relevant
chronological phases and levels of analysis. The former,
which is also determined by historical knowledge, will
be discussed in chapter 2. It is only mentioned here be-
cause a proper understanding of the how and why of de-
velopments during the Roman Period inevitably leads to
research into what went before and what came after.
Hence the inclusion of the Late-Iron Age and the Me-
rovingian Period in the time covered by the project,
which is thus approximately a millennium.
In theory, various levels of analysis could be relevant.11
For practical purposes, these have been defined as fol-
lows:
1 The household level, at which the function, size,
shape, and other aspects of houses and related features
within a yard (erf) are studied.
2 The site level, at which, for settlement-sites, the rela-
tions between and the functions of the various elements
constituting the settlement (anything from the smallest
village to a town) are analysed, as well as such themes as
its development through time and subsistence strategy.
For burial-sites there are analogous themes, such as
their chronological development and the differential
treatment of the dead.
33 The micro-regional level, which is the area covered
10 See e.g. Willey/Sabloff 1974, chapter 6, Van der Leeuw
1974, Flannery 1976, or Clarke 1978 (rev. ed.) for historical,
theoretical, and practical discussions.
by this study, the eastern river area proper. This is the
level at which the different sorts of settlements (size,
function, position), the settlement-system and its devel-
opment, the economic system, demographic factors
(cemeteries), etc., are of primary relevance. For the
project as a whole, these subjects should also be studied
at what can be called.
3b The macro-regional level or polity, which is the larg-
est coherent or centrally organized regional unit. This
could be, at a given time, the Batavian tribal area, possi-
bly including that of the Cananefates, or the Civitas Ba-
tavorum at another. Its boundaries may have changed in
the course of time, but its delineation can be partly the
result of work in an even wider context, namely.
4 The supra-regional level, for which spatial limits can-
not be defined, for they vary according to the subjects
studied. These can be the pre- and protohistoric ex-
change or trade networks, the way in which the (macro-)
regional system is tied into that of the province or the
empire, the effects of imperial policy, and similar issues.
It is expected that an assessment of patterns and devel-
opments at these main levels and of their spatial and hi-
erarchical relations will yield insight into the operation
of relevant social and economic processes. Because of its
central importance within the project, and also because
it is the subject of the present study, the regional level
will serve as a starting-point for further discussion of
goals, methods, and restraints. This will of itself lead to
some issues which are or should be investigated at lower
or higher levels.
The choice of region
The circumstances which led to a project in the eastern
river area have already been outlined. Nevertheless, they
did not automatically lead to the precisely defined area
(the micro-region) as indicated on fig. 2, which was cho-
sen on the basis of theoretical as well as practical reasons.
A primary consideration was that the area should be, as
far as possible, a geographical unit and, secondly, that it
should be centred on Nijmegen, the capital of the Civitas
Batavorum. This produced an area mainly composed of
Holocene fluvial deposits and bordered to the north,
east, and south by Pleistocene ice-pushed ridges and
coversand areas. Nijmegen is situated on the protruding
11 Flannery 1976. A short summary on pp. 5-6.
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Fig. 2 The eastern river area and names of the different re-
gions: I present-day river-courses, 2 Pleistocene deposits, 3
Holocene deposits. Scale i : 250,000.
tongue of one such ridge. As can be seen more clearly on
fig. 3, this is actually the easternmost part of the Rhine-
Meuse basin. Although inevitably somewhat arbitrary,
the western boundary of the area is located at the point
where this basin begins to widen quickly towards the
coast and approximately at the border of the Over- and
Nederbetuwe. The area thus covers what is generally
considered the central region of the Civitas Batavorum
and its northern and eastern limit, which coincides with
the imperial frontier, the tones, along the Rhine. The in-
clusion of some terrain north of the Rhine as well as
south of the Meuse was also a deliberate choice. The
main area between these rivers, as seen from a supra-re-
gional (provincial or imperial) level, was a frontier zone
WILLEM J.H. WILLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. i Introduction
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Fig. 3 The geological and administrative context of the east-
ern river area in the second century AD : I coastal dunes, 2 ma-
rine clay deposits and peat, 3 Holocene fluvial deposits, 4
Pleistocene deposits, 5 theoretical boundaries of the civitates, 6
the eastern river area, 7 civitas capital, 8 possible civitas capi-
tal.
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and it was thought to be useful to have at least a first link
between that area and the regions beyond the frontier as
well as those in the hinterland.
The definition of the micro-region for practical reasons
was also a compromise. First, the already available data
were going to be organized in the present study, which
had to be completed within a reasonable time if it where
to identify 'blind spots' and direct further research. Ex-
tension of the area beyond the indicated limits would
lead to an unacceptable prolongation of the data-collec-
tion phase. Second, such an extension would meet with
other limits, namely those of different projects sur-
rounding and overlapping with the eastern river area.
These projects do not all have the same goals. In its the-
oretical orientation, this study is primarily comparable
to the regional projects of the IPP in the Assendelver
Polders (north of the Rhine)12 and of the AIVU/IPP in the
Kempen (in the hinterland),13 which also cover roughly
the same period.
Nevertheless, there are many similarities to various
other projects with which there is also a direct spatial re-
lation. The Kromme Rijn Project of the ROB investigates
the central part of the Dutch river area. It is focused on
the Early-Middle Ages, but includes an inventarization
of Roman sites." For obvious reasons (see fig. 3!), the
data-collection and the construction of a relevant geo-
logical background are closely connected to those of the
eastern river area. A close co-operation with the (RMO)
inventarization project of finds from the Land van Maas
en Waal15 proved to be very helpful for the data-collec-
tion, the territorial overlap being irrelevant in view of
the very different goals of both projects. On the other
hand, co-operation with the Maaskant project of the
IPL16 and the inventarization project of Roman finds
from Brabant17 could not be established. As a result, no
information on recent finds could be obtained or used in
any way. The data from the area south of the Meuse will,
after publication, be adapted to suit the purposes of the
ERA project, but for the present study only the informa-
tion from older, published reports and all the geological
information drawn from other sources were available.
The latter was also indispensable because, as part of a re-
gional investigation incorporating an inventarization of
finds, the necessary maps could be included in the series
of the 'Archaeological Map of the Netherlands
i : 100,000'.ls This had several advantages, but it implied
that the limits of the area had to be determined by the
grid of the Topographical Map of the Netherlands and
preferably, although not necessarily, by the borders of
the i : 25,000 or i : 50,000 sheets of that map. Even more
important is the fact that the current series of the Soil
Map and the Geological Map of the Netherlands employ
the same sheets. These are not yet all available and thus,
as a primary source of information for the construction
of a relevant geological background, their absence has to
some extent influenced the delineation of the area.
The region in a wider context
From the preceding paragraph, it is clear that the spatial
definition of the micro-regional level is not in all re-
spects satisfactory. Research at the macro-regional level
is intended to overcome some of the problems which re-
sult from this definition, for example the development
and structure of the settlement system. Some aspects
thereof, especially when regarded from the top down-
wards (the position and function of the regional centre),
cannot be entirely studied at the micro-regional level.
An interesting illustration of this point is provided by a
recent article on finds from Rossum/Lith, situated some
35 km west of Nijmegen in the central river area at the
point where Meuse and Waal come very close together.19
The writers propose this location as the site of the major
pre-Roman Batavian centre. Their hypothesis will need
some further proof, especially concerning the interpreta-
tion of dredging-finds, but it is at the very least a serious
possibility. The site is, however, located outside the re-
gion of the ERA project and this could lead to grave mis-
understandings of the settlement system at the end of the
Iron Age and the possible drastic changes after the arriv-
al of the Roman armies.
There may well be other potentially very important data
12 See Brandt Van der Leeuw Voorrips 1979 and Brandt
Groenman-van Waateringe/Van der Leeuw (eds.) 1985, for
the research proposal and first results of the project.
13 See Slofstra'Van Regieren Altena/Roymans/Theuws
1982.
14 See Van Es/Verwers 1980, 7-8 for an introduction and
further references.
15 Peddemors 1978. I am grateful to A. Peddemors for var-
ious corrections and additions to the sites mentioned in the
catalogue (chapter 5).
16 G.J. Verwers 1981.
17 W.J.H. Verwers 1977, 165-8.
18 See chapter 3, p. 28.
19 Roymans/Van der Sanden 1980, see esp. pp. 191-2.
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of this kind which will emerge only when the inventari-
zations in the central river area and in Brabant become
available. In the second part of the present study, the
macro-regional level can thus only be treated in a more
general way. Some preliminary considerations have al-
ready been published elsewhere,20 including a map
showing the approximate extension of the Civitas Bata-
vorum (fig. 3). At least during most of the Roman Peri-
od, this is the area in which macro-regional structures
and processes should be studied.
The borders, as indicated on fig. 3, are analytical. They
are simply the perpendiculars drawn at the mid-points
between civitas capitals, producing Thiessen polygons
which could be the service areas of those centres.21
These do, however, conform quite well to probable nat-
ural borders. To the north this is, of course, the Rhine.
To the east, the perpendicular roughly coincides with
the large peat area of the Peel (not indicated: west of the
Meuse) and to the west with the approximate limits of
the large Dutch peat areas (Holland peat). The southern
border is nearly identical with the watershed between
the drainage basins of Meuse and Scheldt.
The macro-region is thus composed of geologically and
ecologically different areas: the rivier-clay area (the clas-
sical insula Batavorum} and the Pleistocene sands of Bra-
bant. The varying degree of coherence between these ar-
eas in the course of time should in itself become an im-
portant subject of study for the ERA project. The trajec-
tory from a frontier zone into the hinterland could also
be investigated in this way. This would imply a coordi-
nation of the above-mentioned Kempen project with the
ERA project at a higher level, which is at the same time an
intermediate step towards research at the supra-regional
level.
The choice of region then becomes very dependent on
the sort of problems to be investigated and can easily be
adapted to various research goals. Nevertheless, in view
of the particular geographical situation of the eastern
river area at the frontier of an empire, which inevitably
leads to a specific interest in phenomena beyond and be-
hind that border, some sort of primary spatial definition
of the supra-regional level did emerge. A first approach
to research at this level has been published by Bloe-
mers,22 who defined the area as the basins of the Scheldt,
Meuse, Rhine, and Ems (fig. 4).
The present study is not intended to extend too deeply
into this level of research although, as has already been
shown elsewhere,23 it may contribute to some of the
issues which are supra-regional in scope. The same is
true for other investigations or projects, and this has led
to the formation of an (informal) research-group in
which archaeologists from various institutes partici-
pate.24
Regional research goals
Within this wider context, there are some specific sub-
jects which should be investigated at a regional or lower
level. A central question is the relation of Nijmegen to its
immediate hinterland. This leads to an analysis of the
different sorts of settlements which are present in the re-
gion and to a model of the socio-economic relations be-
tween them. Ethnographic models and historical sources
are important tools in evaluating the archaeologically
visible structural and functional differences between set-
tlements and the way in which they were tied into the re-
gional network.
Evidently, several important changes are to be expected
between 250 BC and AD 750. The region became part of
an organized whole, the Roman empire, which fell apart
again several centuries later. This leads to particular
questions regarding the way in which and the degree to
which the region was integrated and the effects of the
later désintégration. These are problems which can be
investigated at the regional level, even though they are
evidently induced by developments elsewhere (in a his-
torical context) or are an example of general socio-eco-
nomic processes (in a social science frame of reference).
By the latter are meant the general process of accultura-
tion and the specific form of that process which has ear-
lier been described as a case of colonialism.25
In this respect, the regional consequences of the imperial
policy of defence and control, as reflected in, for exam-
ple, the regional deployment of troops, is also subject of
study. In several ways, the presence of these troops rais-
20 Willems 19833.
21 The lines were derived from Bloemers 1980, fig. 2, repro-
duced here as fig. 4. See also Bloemers 1983. The civitas quali-
ty of the supposed area of the Frisiavones but especially the lo-
cation of its capital are, of course, speculative (cf. Bogaers
1967, IOI-6).
22 Bloemers 1980, 1983.
23 Willems 19833.
24 The so-called 'Romaniz3tion-symposium' which was held
in Amsterdam in December 1980 (Brandt/Slofstra (eds.) 1983)
was sn initiative of this group.
25 Willems 19833, see esp. p. 105-7 and 115-20.
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Fig. 4 The supra-regional level, defined as the basin of
Scheldt, Meuse, Rhine, and Ems:i theoretical boundaries of
civitates and tribal areas, 2 geographical limits of the supra-re-
gional level, 3 frontier of the Roman empire between c. AD 50
and AD 270,4 civitas capitals, 5 concentrations of native settle-
ments (After Bloemers 1980, fig. 2).
es other questions regarding the area and its inhabitants.
The demographic and social consequences of the fact
that large numbers of Batavians served in the army is
one aspect. The particular structure of the landscape and
its natural resources are others. These require investiga-
tions of the sometimes highly illuminating choices of lo-
cation for frontier forts, but also lead into the difficult
estimates of the region's carrying capacity and the extent
of its self-sufficiency in different periods.
These aspects are intimately connected with the recon-
struction of the landscape on the basis of the geological
and soil maps and with the reconstruction of its vegeta-
tion history by palynological research. The archaeozoo-
logical and palaeobotanical information is, of course,
primarily processed at the settlement level but it can be
combined with the other data at the regional level. With
the information on technological developments and
changes in the economic system, it is hoped that some
insight will be gained into the regional subsistence strat-
16
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egies in different periods as well as the varying degree of
dependence on imports.
Within the ERA project, the study of burial sites has also
been started. At a regional level, this is still limited to the
relation between cemeteries and settlements and the
road system, and occasional comparisons between ceme-
teries. Only after more work has been done at the site
level will it be possible to reach conclusions about such
themes as social structure or acculturation or, possibly,
religious beliefs that are more securely grounded than
the usual superficial remarks based on incidental obser-
vations or historical sources.
Apart from the above-mentioned subjects, the ERA proj-
ect is also concerned with aspects of regional material
culture. An important issue is the development of a ty-
pochronological framework for the native hand-made
wares, in particular the so-called late-Iron Age and na-
tive-Roman pottery formerly called 'Batavian'.26 A tech-
nological approach to the particular problems of order-
ing this pottery has not yet begun. It is, however, an ad-
ditional goal of the project to use various physicochemi-
cal methods to study the economics and technology of
this, but in particular the Roman pottery and brick pro-
duced within the region.
This objective is, of course, directly related to several
other of the themes which have been outlined, for they
are all closely connected in various ways, just as are the
different aspects of the research strategy employed to in-
vestigate them. This strategy, and the place of the pres-
ent study in it, will be considered next.
Research strategy
One of the first tasks of the project is to assemble data on
the incidence, chronology, and nature of sites in the re-
gion. It is obvious that the sequence of these three as-
pects means increasing involvement with research at the
site level. The incidence of sites must be studied at the
regional level, on the basis of collections of surface-ma-
terial and other indications. The same can apply to the
chronology but, depending upon the degree of accuracy
desired, some work at the individual site may become
necessary. The nature or classification of a site involves
establishing certain basic characteristics, such as the dis-
tinctions between settlements and cemeteries and a
number of specifically regional research goals, such as
the position or function of a settlement in relation to its
neighbours. But in order to do that, and to determine
what kinds of settlements existed, individual settlements
have to be investigated.
As has already been mentioned, the present study is pri-
marily intended as an inventory of the available data. To
this purpose, all the archaeological information has had
to be collected, evaluated, and interpreted. As a first
step, this involved a survey of the pertinent literature,
museum archives, the Centraal Archeologisch Archief,17
and a description of all material stored in private and
public collections. An exception was made for published
or unpublished excavations where such a description
was either superfluous or impossible. In addition, active
collection of new data was begun by supporting an ar-
chaeological survey carried out by the regional organiza-
tion of amateur archaeologists,28 but this yielded useful
results only in a few areas. Secondly, the scrutiny of
maps produced by several soil surveys revealed a num-
ber of so-called ancient settlement soils29 which had
never been investigated. These were visited in order to
collect surface material; in one case, site 126 in Meiners-
wijk, the visit led to a small-scale excavation.30
Especially with regard to the older finds or reports on
older finds, the reliability of the information had to be
evaluated; this included the vagueness of findspot-indi-
cations, accuracy of identifications of finds no longer
available for inspection, and the credibility of inform-
ants or antique dealers. After this evaluation was com-
pleted, a large amount of information about findspots
and finds remained to await further interpretation. The
particular details of this interpretation are outlined in
paragraph 4.2, but for the sake of terminological clarity
the relevant concepts should be defined here.
At the lowest level, there are locations where material
has been found: the findspots (vindplaatsen, Fundstellen)
which are the direct or indirect result of human activi-
ties. These have to be interpreted in spatial terms as well
as on the basis of the sort of actvity for which they
26 Bloemers/Hulst, in prep.
27 Central Archaeological Archives, henceforth to be re-
ferred to as the CAA. The CAA is a storage system, now partly
computerized, for all archaeological information from the
Netherlands. Its maintenance and development is a task of the
ROB in Amersfoort, where it can be consulted.
28 The Netherlands Association of Amateur Archaeologists
(AWNI Subdivision Nijmegen and environs (Afdeling Nij-
megen e.oj.
29 See paragraph 3.5.
30 Willems 19803, igSob. See also below p. 54-5.
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Fig. 5 The relation between fîndspots, sites, and types of sites
served. Findspots are thereby converted into sites, either
by themselves or by combining one or more spatially as-
sociated fmdspots into one site. The general type of ac-
tivity then leads to a general classification of a site as a
settlement-site (a settlement), a burial-site (a cemetery)
or, in cases which are neither, a special site (an isolated
find). The latter includes findspots which represent a
single activity, such as hiding a treasure or leaving an of-
fering, which cannot be defined because they are the lo-
cations of stray finds, or which are merely the indirect
result of human activities. The latter kind of findspots
can also be completely irrelevant and thus be rejected
(not graded as a site), as in the case of stray sherds trans-
ported by water and found on river shores.
It should thus be kept in mind that concepts sometimes
used interchangeably elsewhere are employed here with
a specific meaning in a conceptual framework. A settle-
ment is always a site but a site need not be a settlement;
a site can be identical to one or to several findspots and,
conversely, one findspot may be the location of more
than one site; a stray find is only one example of an
isolated find, and so on.
The various concepts are presented in fig. 5, which also
indicates the ongoing interpretational process which
should lead to the recognition of the various types of set-
tlements, cemeteries, and other sites, which, in their
turn, are important building blocks for further analysis.
Fig. 5 also indicates the level of interpretation at which
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the evidence is presented in this article. The analysis of
(especially) settlement types and regional relations and
processes belongs to the second part of this study. As
seen from the project, this is, of course, still only a first
step.
It is clear that all interpretations require testing in the
field, that there should be a feedback between the specif-
ic or general hypotheses and the basic data. It is still rel-
atively easy to test the proposition that, on the basis of
its surface finds, settlement x should be a military settle-
ment (for example, a frontier fort). But it is far more
complicated to investigate hypotheses on hierarchical re-
lations between settlements, their differential participa-
tion in regional economic or social subsystems, and the
like. Nevertheless, the project has (also) been designed
to do just that: instead of carrying out haphazard rescue
archaeology, research should become problem oriented
in that the sites selected for excavation are chosen be-
cause that excavation is expected to contribute to the im-
provement, confirmation, or rejection of as many
hypotheses or ideas as possible. The present study is not
primarily concerned with excavations, but many of its
propositions are based on the outcome of recent excava-
tions and can only be checked by carefully planned new
research at the site and household levels.
The latter is, by the way, not very easy to do, mainly be-
cause hardly any floor levels have survived. In some cas-
es and for some purposes a traditional solution in the
-
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form of structural details is available. For example, some
house types clearly have living-quarters and a byre." In
others this is not evident, but the location of a byre can
still be determined, for example, by means of phosphate
analysis. In general, however, detection of specialized
activities at the household level is extremely difficult and
tends to rely mainly on generalizations from incidental,
fortuitous discoveries.
The probability of such discoveries is, on the other
hand, greatly enhanced by the research strategy at the
settlement level which, in principle, aims at nothing less
than its complete excavation, even though this ideal is
only rarely realised completely. This approach is, of
course, typical for Dutch archaeological practice as a
whole and inspired by the general shallowness of sites
and the absence of floor levels, thus allowing relatively
fast excavation of large surfaces, and also by the fact that
virtually only threatened sites are investigated and any-
thing left unexcavated is inevitably lost.
Nevertheless, it is possible and from several points of
view- among which an effective expenditure of time and
money is not the least - even desirable to employ some
kind of sampling strategy. But this, as a principle within
the ERA project, has been rejected. It is felt that sampling
at the site level, where complete or nearly complete (be-
cause the law of diminishing returns does, of course,
pose certain limits to what is still worth while and what
becomes superfluous) excavation is possible, would be
ridiculous. On the other hand, and this is a point which
has not been adequately considered in the past, the re-
quired time and money input presupposes extremely
careful selection of the sites to be excavated. Such a se-
lection can only follow from a better understanding of
the regional variability, which brings us back to the re-
gional level.
There, sampling is not only desirable but very neces-
sary. The present study is based mainly on available evi-
dence, but this is often clearly insufficient for several
purposes and, even more seriously, its reliability is diffi-
cult to assess and at the very least needs some kind of
probability sampling to be expressible in more exact
terms. A discussion of some of the limitations of the
available data will suffice to illustrate this.
As discussed in paragraph 3.5.2, there are reasons to as-
31 See Van Es 1973 for examples from sites i and 7.
32 See p. 75.
33 See p. 35 and fig. 9. A more encompassing account of the
difficulties to be expected can be found in Woltering's (1979)
sume that, because of the presence of ancient settlement
soils, virtually all settlement sites on Holocene river de-
posits have been discovered. This would come close to
the ideal situation where - in a statistical sense - almost
the entire universe of settlements is available, at least
those which have survived to the present day. For a few
smaller areas this situation is not yet so optimal, but that
is due to technical difficulties (depth of borings) which
can be overcome by one season of concentrated research
effort.
The latter is indeed one of the 'blind spots' revealed by
the present study and which the project should eliminate
in the future. But another factor should be added to such
an undertaking. It is reasonable to suppose that only
random errors are responsible for missing sites and the
arguments presented in paragraph 3.5.2 support that no-
tion. Nevertheless, it is essential to check this by a sam-
pling procedure32 so that the reliability of the data be-
comes more clear. In fact, such a procedure should be
part of a regional, stratified sampling design because in
itself it is only concerned with the area of Holocene de-
posits. The Pleistocene deposits are scheduled to be
completely surveyed by the ROB at some time in the fu-
ture, but this may never be realized. Therefore, the va-
riety of sampling techniques which is available should be
used to explore the various parts of Pleistocene deposits,
each of which poses specific problems. For example,
large parts of the Veluwe, the Rijk van Nijmegen, and
the Reichs wald are woodland, while portions of the cov-
ersand areas are effectively 'blacked out' by ancient cul-
tivation soils or drift-sand.33
These problems are, of course, limiting factors as far as
the present study is concerned and it is useful to indicate
these in a more coherent way. Apart from factors of ero-
sion, which are primarily relevant in the Holocene area,
and those of coverage, which occur in different forms in
the entire region (these are all discussed in chapter 3),
there are a number of others. The woodland in some ar-
eas has already been referred to, but the coverage (not to
mention the destruction) by medieval and recent settle-
ment is even more important. Some of the work done a
few years after World War II has become invaluable for
this reason, but it was restricted in scope and primarily
aimed at the river area, for which the soil surveys had
evaluation of the Texel survey (esp. chapter 3, 15-47). Sam-
pling may be an indispensable tool, but the effort involved in
making sure that nothing is overlooked in the selected areas
could well prove to be staggering.
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provided a very extensive archaeological data base any-
how.
The latter leads to yet another factor which is very im-
portant for the present study, namely, the quality of ar-
chaeological reconnaissance. Again, in the river area this
is very high because of the soil surveys. In addition, am-
ateur groups from Resteren and Nijmegen have, over
the years, done quite a lot of fieldwalking in the Betuwe.
The Nijmegen group has done the same in the Land van
Maas en Waal, including the Pleistocene deposits
around Wijchen; the previously mentioned 'systematic'
survey had spectacular results in some areas, such as the
coversands of Middelaar and Milsbeek.
This does, however, indicate that the available informa-
tion is spread unevenly and to some extent is determined
by the activities of amateur archaeologists, a phenome-
non which is very difficult to handle as long as a regional
sampling strategy has not been effectuated.34 Areas
which have not been very actively prospected by ama-
teurs are the eastern part of the area north of the Rhine
and IJssel, the Montferland, and the Reichswald. In the
western part of the area north of the Rhine, the Liemers,
and the Duffelt this situation is slightly better, and the
same is true for the northern and western parts of the
ice-pushed ridge in the Rijk van Nijmegen. It is consid-
erably better in Brabant, south of the Meuse, but, as ex-
plained above, the relevant data could not be obtained,
let alone incorporated in this publication. A similar
problem, concerning known but unavailable sites, may
also exist for the entire area of German territory. Infor-
mation about all registered sites was generously provid-
ed,35 but it could be that more have been discovered by
amateurs, which are not registered.
In general, it can thus be concluded that the Holocene
and Pleistocene areas are not comparable as far as the lev-
el of information is concerned. For the ERA project, that
situation can be remedied as outlined above, but for our
investigation it is a built-in deficiency. As long as this
limitation is taken into account, there is no need for con-
cern, for limitations always arise at any stage of research.
The available information on individual sites, for exam-
ple, is sometimes rather minimal, as can be seen in
chapters 4 and 5. This is also something which can be
improved at a later stage by sampling a considerable
number of settlement sites.
Although this seems to be contradictory to what has
been said above about research at the site level, it is not.
The program which is currently being prepared involves
nothing more than a trial trench and/or a few small test
pits intended to provide some insight into the chronolo-
gy, stratigraphy, and the general nature of those settle-
ments, in order to be able to assess the site with more ac-
curacy at the regional level. If more information about
the site level is desired, excavation should follow instead
of digging more random holes. In practice this will,
however, be rare because the sites to be tested are in par-
ticular those which are protected under the Monuments
Act or otherwise unthreatened and thereby debarred
from excavation.36 Until now, there have been only three
sites which have been tested as preliminaries to this pro-
gram. These are the trial trenches - preferrably not to be
called transect samples - in the centre of Elst (site 105),
in Meinerswijk (site 126), and in Heteren-Uilenburg
(site 95).
The first was intended to provide information regarding
the extent of the important Roman centre under the
present village, the second to investigate the general na-
ture of the site, suspected to be a frontier fort, and the
third was a rescue excavation.37
1.2 ROMANS AND BATAVIANS
In the preceding paragraphs, a number of technical,
methodological, and theoretical aspects of the current
investigation and its status within the ERA project have
been outlined. Romans and Batavians (and others) have
been kept in the background where they will largely re-
main, at least as far as the present paper is concerned.
They will emerge - in a way that is not, or at least not
primarily, historical - when the research has been com-
pleted. This will be presented in a subsequent paper,
now in preparation.
34 For an illuminating study on this subject, see Hamond
1980 on Neolithic sites and amateurs in the West Jülicher
Börde in Germany (the 'Aldenhovener Platte' project).
35 I am grateful to Dr W. Piepers (Rheinisches Landesmu-
seum, Bonn) for his cooperation and assistance in locating the
relevant information.
36 The degree and rate of destruction of cultural resources is
such that, with the available means, there will - for a long time
to come - be more than enough sites which are judged to be
relevant for the project and which can be excavated.
37 Elst : excavation in 1981 by R. S. Hulst (JROB 1981,30);
Meinerswijk:Willems 19803, 19806; Heteren-Uilenburg: see
p. 102, note 16.
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This article is mainly restricted to a presentation of the
data which should lead to a better understanding of the
how and why of developments in the eastern river area
between 250 BC and AD 750. In chapter 2, a brief account
of historical data which are relevant for a chronological
framework is presented. Chapter 3 is devoted to the geo-
logical framework, together with a few related subjects.
As such, it is also an account of the relevant sheets of the
Archaeological Map of the Netherlands (Appendices i-
5), whose archaeological data are discussed in chapter 4.
This also presents an overview of the chronology of the
sites and the major certainties and uncertainties in-
volved. Chapter 5 is a catalogue of all the sites, usually
with an indication of the finds from them and the rele-
vant older literature. Complete inventories of most sites
(or the constituent findspots) are available from the CAA.
The catalogue has been kept up to date until the end of
1981. All known later discoveries (from 1982) have been
added,38 but these could no longer be depicted on the
distribution maps.
In chapter 6, a number of find categories and aspects
thereof are examined in more detail. These include mat-
ters of typology and chronology, but also of production
and of the possible implications of relative frequency of
certain artifacts and their distribution. In some ways this
chapter already anticipates later subjects, such as chap-
ter 8 which is devoted to the typology of the various sites
in different periods. Because this matter is intimately re-
lated to the final conclusions, or rather proposals and
hypotheses, of this investigation, it is not included in
this article but will be incorporated in the second part of
the present study.
This will also include the final report on the small exca-
vation in Arnhem-Meinerswijk (chapter 9). The main
purpose is, however, to investigate native society and the
ways in which it changed during and after the Roman
occupation. This will be done primarily by considering
the development of the settlement system and the social
and economic implications involved. Naturally, the par-
ticular historical and geographical context also calls for
an evaluation beyond the regional level, which may indi-
cate what is specific for the region and what is not. It is
expected that while, on the one side, general information
form elsewhere will be necessary to supplement the lack
of it at a regional level, the research in the river area will,
on the other, become relevant to more general subjects.
Thus, a consideration of the economy will presumably
not (yet) be based on sufficient regional ecological data.
It is also hoped that this study will not only make a sub-
stantial contribution to our knowledge of Roman mili-
tary establishments along the Rhine but be relevant to
the wider field of 'frontier studies'.39
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2 HISTORICAL DATA AND
PERIODIZATION
Although most of the relevant sources about them refer
primarily to events that took place in the ist century AD,
the Batavians are among the most well-known tribes in
the Roman empire. This probably also arose from the
romantic image that grew up around them, in part al-
ready during the Roman Period. The poet Martialis (c.
AD 40-104) describes them as big and strong, with blond
or red hair, ' and Tacitus (c. AD 55-120) tells us about
their prowess in war and their mastery of the art of
swimming.2 They were in demand as soldiers3 and their
reputation made them desirable bodyguards for the em-
peror himself and his family, as we know from Caius
(Caligula) and Agrippina.4 This fame lasted into the 4th
century as demonstrated by the request from Constan-
tius II, emperor in the east, to Julian, then still caesar in
the west, in which he specifically demands a contingent
of soldiers including Batavians, who were apparently
considered indispensable to the late-Roman imperial
guard, the scholae.* Julian's somewhat evasive answer6
may have been due to his better knowledge of the condi-
tions in the northern part of the empire.7
The glory of the Batavians lived on into later times,
sometimes even by forged inscriptions.8 More recent ex-
amples are the name Batavia for the colonial capital of
the Dutch East Indies (now Indonesia) and the Dutch
state being called the Bataaf sehe Republiek (Batavian Re-
public) from 1795 to 1806. Even today, the story of the
Batavians who sailed down the Rhine on rafts is a more
cherished tale in Dutch primary schools than the (Amer-
ican!) myth of little Hans Brinker, who stuck his finger
in the dike.
These examples are not just amusing details. They are
1 Martialis, Epigrammata XIV, 176.
2 Tacitus, Hist. IV, 12; Ann. II, 8.
3 See e.g. Sprey 1953, 26-7; Bogaers 1960-1, 285, note 130;
Alfoldi 1968,13-4,45-8.
4 Caligula: Suetonius, Cal. 43 and Cassius Dio LV 24,7;
Agrippina: Tacitus, Ann. XIII, 18. For an overview of the
German bodyguard, the Germani corporis custodes, during the
Julio-Claudian dynasty, see Bellen 1981.
5 Ammianus Marcellinus XX 4,1-2.
6 Ammanius Marcellinus XX 8,13. He offered 'laeti, the off-
spring of barbarians, born on this side of the Rhine, or at any
rate dediticu, who desert to our side'.
7 Batavia was occupied by Francs at that time, as we know
from some panegyrics (see De Boone 1954, 15), but this may
not be relevant in the political context of the demand (see Jones
I973) 119-20). In any case the famous vexillum Batavorum et
Herulorum was an important regiment and Batavians fought
cum regibus at the battle of Argentoratum in AD 357 (Amm.
Marc. XVI 12,45).
8 See e.g. Brunsting 1970 (legitimation of a revolt). The work
of Cornelius Aurelius: Defensie gloriae Batavinae (Antwerp
1586, see Brongers 19766, 12) is an example. He also used the
famous inscription .... Gens Batavorum amid et fratres romani
Imperil (CIL XIII, 1338), disposed of by Bogaers 1976.
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also an illustration of popular or political use of histori-
cal data which reflect the way the scientific community
in a particular period thought about them. This chapter
is, however, not devoted to reflections on the nature of
scientific thinking, or to an extensive discussion of the
available historical information. It is only intended to
present a first interpretation of some of this information
which leads to a periodization relevant to the purposes of
the present study. Of course, the information and also its
interpretation are not new, and the resulting periodiza-
tion is only one of several possible approaches.
2.1 LATE-IRON AGE - EARLY-ROMAN PERIOD
One of the themes of the ERA project is the effect of the
Roman occupation, and this led to the inclusion of the
Late-Iron Age in the entire time-range which had to be
studied. Exactly when the Late-Iron Age begins, and
why, is hardly relevant in the present context. The Iron
Age was not subdivided by the 1965 Symposium for
Dutch Prehistory,9 but subsequent work10 has led to the
usual, obligatory division into 'early', 'middle', and
'late', the latter starting around the mid-3rd century BC.
For our purposes, the last century BC would have been
sufficient, but that was impossible for practical reasons.
There are some artifacts, such as glass La Tène brace-
lets, which occur regularly and also allow somewhat fin-
er chronological subdivisions, but in general one can be
quite satisfied that it is at all possible to recognize late-
Iron Age sites as such. The Late-Iron Age has thus been
defined as a period starting around 250 BC and ending at
the beginning of the Roman Period.
A fixation in time for the latter is, of course, very rele-
vant indeed but unfortunately also very complicated.
This has to do with the difficulties in interpreting his-
torical information. There are various excellent recent
discussions of the events reported in the classical sources
and other data.11 They begin with the campaigns of C.
Julius Caesar, which started in 58 BC and reached north-
ern Gaul in 57 BC. Between 57 and 51 BC, there were
several campaigns against tribes or chiefdoms12 who
either inhabited (the Menapii and Eburones) or invaded
(the Tencteri and Usipetes) territories in the southern
Netherlands.
The effects of these events must have thoroughly dis-
rupted native society. Unfortunately, nothing is known
of the events in or directly relevant to the river area be-
tween 51 and 12 BC, when new campaigns started. The
area was not subject to some sort of direct control, at
least there are no historical or archaeological indications
for it. On the other hand, inference from the relevant
sources13 allows the conclusion that the Batavi settled in
the eastern river area after 50 BC and before 12 BC, as did
some other tribes in adjoining areas. It is extremely dif-
ficult to understand the processes involved in these
events. There must have been possibilities created by
the disruption of the supra-regional balance of power,
but how they were used and by whom is not exactly ob-
vious. Occasionally, such as the moving of the Ubii by
Agrippa in 39 or 38 BC, we know at least that it was not
an autonomous move. The degree of Roman interfer-
ence with the moving of the Batavians is unknown. It
may have been considerable, despite Tacitus' remarks
on the seditio domestica among the Chatti14 and also the
vacua cultoribus of the new Batavian area, which is con-
tradicted by archaeological evidence.
In any case, there were many changes as a result of Cae-
sar's campaigns and the fact that the river area was prob-
ably not actually conquered or pacified is in itself no rea-
son to reject 57 or 50 BC as a relevant caesura between
Iron Age and Roman Period. We may even be in for a
few surprises in this respect. The region of Rossum/Lith
has recently15 been suggested as the site of a major Bata-
vian settlement. If the interpretation of the dredged
finds is correct, one might even go further and postulate
a Caesarian or post-Caesarian camp of Batavian auxilia-
ries there.1*
9 See BROS 15-16,1965-66, 7-11.
to Verwers 1972,123-4; Lanting/Mook 1977,9-10,147-66.
11 See esp. Von Petrikovits 1978, chapter 2 and Van Es 1981,
chapter 3.
12 For a discussion on the nature of societies in northern
Gaul, see e.g. Roymans 1983.
13 See Sprey 1953, 16-9, but compare note 16 below.
14 Tacitus, Hist. IV, 12. See also Sprey 1953,16-9.
15 Roymans/Van der Sanden 1980.
16 Which could (but not necessarily) revive the discussion on
the probably corrupt (ER I, 46 and Sprey 1953, 16-9) refer-
ence to the Batavi by Caesar (VI 10,2) and their presence
among Caesar's troops mentioned by Lucanus (Pharsalia I,
431). For a discussion of the archaeological evidence for such
units, see Wightman 1977, 117 ffand Furger-Gunti 1981. For
Celtic coins in Roman camps, see also the overview in Gechter
1979, 71-6.
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Native 'national' irregular units with their own equip-
ment and under their own commanders are normal in
this period17 and the silver Celtic coinage may also pro-
vide a clue, because it is a replacement for denarii in the
payment of troops.18 Moreover, the presence of Batavian
troops at a strategic spot in the river area may have pro-
vided them with a readily available region to settle down
in when their kinsmen were expelled by the Chatti.
For the time being, all this is pure speculation, but it is
a warning against a hasty rejection of sizable Roman in-
terference in the river area before the arrival of Drusus
in 12 BC. Nevertheless, it remains speculation and it is
quite well possible that 'the Batavians', whatever that
may entail, moved to the river area only in the second
decade EC, as a direct preparation for the planned cam-
paigns into Germany. These plans became realistic after
the campaigns in Spain had been successfully completed
by 19 BC.19 In any case Drusus, who was sent to Gaul by
his stepfather Augustus in AD 13, found in the river area
a readily available base for his operations. From then on,
this region was directly and continuously involved in
Roman military affairs. As a relevant date after which
things started to change, 12 BC is not unsuitable. It def-
initely is the moment when a really tangible process of
interaction must have started, after the preliminaries in
the preceding decades. Although its tangibility in terms
of archaeologically testable hypotheses will be minimal
as far as the initial stages of this process are concerned,
12 BC can serve as the accidentally surviving caesura be-
tween Iron Age and Roman Period.
2.2 EARLY-ROMAN - MIDDLE-ROMAN PERIOD
The Roman influences in the river area, which became
an assembly area for military operations (Bereitstellungs-
raum) in 12 BC, were channelled through the army for a
long time. The successive campaigns of Drusus (12-9
BC), Tiberius (AD 4-5), and Germanicus (AD 15-16) tes-
tify to the continued importance of the region for expe-
ditions into Germany. The region also became orga-
nized from an administratie mal point of view, undoubt-
edly by working through the native social structure and
using local chiefs as intermediaries. At least these people
(but presumably also others, especially solders) had
adopted some degree of Roman norms and values fairly
quickly, as illustrated, for example, by their names. The
first generation we know of, and which must have been
in power roughly in la, still has native names like Cha-
riovalda and Vihirmas.20 The latter's son Flavus (the
Blond), who was summus magistratus of the civitas Bata-
vorum in approximately Ib,21 has a Roman name but
lacks the tria nomina of citizenship. The third genera-
tion, however, which was in charge around Ic, definitely
had Roman citizenship: we know of Julius Civilis, Clau-
dius Paulus, Julius Maximus, Claudius Labeo and also
Civilis' nephews Claudius Victor, Julius Briganticus,
and Verax.22
Exactly when a civitas Batavorum was formed is uncer-
tain, but it is logical to assume that this happened in
IA.23 Even without a detailed account of all manner of
military and non-military developments, one can say
that a clear military and administrative structure had
emerged during the Flavian period, and that the inte-
gration of the region into the empire was formally com-
pleted and exerted an increasing influence upon the lives
of its inhabitants.
Two moments can be identified which could serve as
significant turning-points leading to this and later devel-
opments. The first was the Batavian revolt of AD 69-70,
an event which attracted much attention and had very
important consequences, such as the stationing of a le-
gion in Nijmegen and the growth of a new capital, Ulpia
Noviomagus. If it is seen as the final episode in a process
17. E.g. Kraft 1951, 38-9 and Callies 1964,139-42. An early
Batavian example is the cavalry unit under the command of
Chariovalda, dux Batavorum, who participated in Germanicus'
expedition of AD 16 (Tacitus, Ann. II, 11).
18 E.g. Wightman 1977,120.
19 For accounts of the events and the various plans of Augus-
tus and Agrippa, see Wells 1972, chapters i and 5, and Von Pe-
trikovits 1978, 53-5.
20 Chariovalda: Tacitus, Ann. II, II; Vihirmas: CIL XIII,
8771, and Bogaers 1960-1, 268-70.
21 As Bogaers (op. cil, 270-1) has shown, the inscription
must be early for various reasons. He dates it in IA. Although
this does not really prove anything, Flavus does not figure in
Tacitus' stories of the Batavian revolt. In any case, he is likely
to have belonged to the generation before that of Civilis, who
was born c. AD 25. This puts his father Vihirmas in Charioval-
da's generation.
22 For further references see Bogaers 1955, 189. Only Verax,
who helped Civilis in the attack on Vada, may be an exception.
23 Cf. Bogaers 1960-1, 271-4 and Bloemers 19783, 83-4.
Contra: Rüger 1968,94.
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of consolidation, after which the blessings of the Pax
Romano could finally be enjoyed,24 then it would be
quite suitable as dividing-line between 'early' and 'mid-
dle' Roman. There is much to be said for such an ap-
proach, which would have an additional advantage be-
cause 'early' would be synonymous with 'pre-Flavian',
as opposed to 'Flavian and later' which is a major divi-
sion in typochronological schemes.
The Batavian uprising is, however, also a native revolt
which exhibits a number of characteristic features com-
mon to numerous similar events in comparable situa-
tions in the more distant as well as recent past.25 Phe-
nomena like romanization or westernization often create
opposition in the form of political and religious move-
ments described as 'nativistic' or 'prophetic' or 'mes-
sianic'.26 Essentially, they are a response to strong accul-
turative pressure, headed by a charismatic leader and
taking place some time after the initial conquest or paci-
fication. The description of the Batavian revolt as one
example of a rather common phenomenon does, of
course, in no way inflate its significance as a historical
event. Had it been successful in the end, like the revolts
of Arminius in AD 9 or, to some extent, the Frisians in AD
28, it would have been a major break in a process which
had only just begun. As it turned out, the rebellion only
accelerated further the developments which had started
it.
As a historical date of major importance for the develop-
ment of the river area, AD 47 is much more relevant. In
that year, the general Corbulo was recalled from his ex-
pedition into Germany by the emperor Claudius.27 This
decision led to the final abandonment of the old plans for
expansion into Germany and the establishment of a
closed frontier system along the Rhine, the limes. This
did not mean some kind of Maginot Line, but a replace-
ment of the offensive, expanding structure by a system
of preclusive defence.28 In Lattimore's terminology,2' it
is a change from an open 'frontier of inclusion' to a
'frontier of exclusion'. For the river area, it implied the
construction of a permanent base-line, in the form of
military forts along the Rhine (see fig. 6).
Of course this was a more or less gradual development.
Some forts, such as those in Vechten, Meinerswijk
(126), and possibly in Driel (117) and south of Herwen-
De Bijland (183), already existed under Augustus. Some
others, but at least Valkenburg, were also built before AD
47.30 A considerable number of forts31 or, to be on the
safe side, initial military strongholds, can, however, be
related to AD 47: Leiden-Roomburg, Alphen a/d Rijn,
Zwammerdam I, Bodegraven, Woerden, Vleuten-De
Meern, Utrecht I, as well as Cuijk (499) in the hinter-
land. There is not yet enough evidence for a number of
other forts, but it is quite possible that Meinerswijk II
(126) and Duiven-Loowaard (194) should also be in-
cluded, although the former was certainly occupied ear-
lier (but not necessarily continuously!) and the latter has
yielded some material which should preferably be dated
at least a decade earlier.
There are some sites about which nothing can be said
with certainty, such as Katwijk, Wijk bij Duurstede/
Rijswijk, Resteren (37), and Randwijk (i8b). In a few
cases only has evidence for a dating after the Batavian re-
volt been found. These are Maurik, Herwen-De Bijland
(182), and probably Rindern(45o).
In general, it can thus be said that a chain of forts was
probably erected around AD 50," the remaining gaps be-
ing filled in during the massive rebuilding effort which
became necessary after AD 70. At least most of the
evidence points to a concentrated instead of a long drawn
effort, even though we may not be dealing with fully
fledged forts in all cases. Therefore AD 47 - or, as a gen-
eralized caesura, AD 50 - represents not only in principle
but also in practice a significant change in developments,
which is very suitable as a chronological divide.
24 See Van Es 1981,215.
25 For an admirable analysis, see Dyson 1971. Compare also
Dyson 1975.
26 For general comments, see Limon 1943, Lanternari 1963,
or Köbben 1971 (esp. chapter 4: Weerstanden tegen verweste-
ring).
27 Tacitus, Ann. XI, 18-20.
28 See Luttwak 1976, chapters i and 2.
29 Lattimore 1962, 469—91.Compare also Luttwak's notion
(op. cit., fig. 1.2) of a hegemonic v. a territorial empire.
30 See De Weerd 1977; Van Es 1981, 96-7.
31 For most of the places mentioned hereafter, see Bogaers/
Rüger 1974. Directly relevant additional information is to be
found in Haalebos 1977 (Zwammerdam), Beunder 1980, Boga-
ers 1980, and Haalebos 1980 (Bodegraven), Van Es 1981,101-3
and Van Es/Verwers 1983, fig. 4 (Rijswijk), Haalebos 1976
(Maurik), Willems 19803 (Driel, Meinerswijk, Louwaard) and
elsewhere in this article (sites 37, i8b, 117, 126, 135, 194, 182,
and 183). Huissen (135) could also date to around AD 47, but it
was probably not a fort.
32 In addition to the rebuilding (Valkenburg II, Vechten?,
Meinerswijk II), which also took place at that time
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Fig. 6 Sites which are or suspected to be military establish-
ments of some sort and related to the limes system :i Velsen, 2
Ermelo, 3 Katwijk, 4 Valkenburg, 5 Leiden-Roomburg, 6 Al-
phen a/d Rijn, 7 Zwammerdam, 8 Bodegraven, 9 Woerden, 10
Vleuten-de Meern, n Utrecht, 12 Vechten, 13 Rijswijk, 14
Maurik, 15 Resteren, 16 Randwijk, 17 Driel, 18 Meinerswijk,
19 Duiven-Loowaard, 20 Rossum, 21 Cuijk, 22 Nijmegen, 23
Herwen-De Bijland, 24 Rindern, 25 Altkalkar, 26 Xanten, 27
Rheinberg, 28 Moers-Asberg, 29 Rheinhausen-Werthausen,
30 Krefeld-Gellep, 31 Neuss.
2.3 MIDDLE-ROMAN - LATE-ROMAN PERIOD
In contrast to the preceding issues, there is little to be
discussed about the end of the period of continuous de-
velopment which had started around AD 50. The various
historical events which testify to its termination during
the 3rd century AD have been amply documented else-
where, together with diverse comments on the how and
why.33 It is not possible to select one specific event
which represents a major turning-point for the river
area. Instead, the generalized date of AD 270 seems to be
quite suitable for our region, thereby following the usual
argumentation for this part of the empire. From c. AD
240 until the death of the usurper Postumus in AD 268,
who at least tried to maintain what was still left by then,
the existing conditions came rapidly to an end. From the
last decade of the 3rd century onwards, when the caesar
Constantius Chlorus brought Batavia back under Ro-
man controlj34 the military and administrative, social
and economic circumstances were completely different.
33 For recent overviews, see Von Petrikovits 1978, chapter 3;
Bloemers 19783, 84-7; Van Es 1981, 47-9, and various refer-
ences throughout the book; see also Luttwak 1976, chapter 3,
and Bloemers 1983, as well as Willems 19833 for some preli-
minary remarks on the eastern river area.
34 See De Boone 1954, 57-8.
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2.4 LATE-ROMAN - MEROVINGIAN PERIOD
During the last phases of the Roman Period, the river
area was in the foremost line of a defence-in-depth sys-
tem and thus perpetually subjected to invasions and
counter-attacks. The effective frontier (Machtgrenze^*)
oscillated back and forth over the river area, which must
have profoundly affected the way in which, or indeed the
degree to which, habitation continued. Historical infor-
mation on the river area is sparse for this period, but it
is not absent.36
It is possible that a gradual process of disintegration
from the empire took place during the 4th century, but
changes may also have occurred more swiftly. Unfortu-
nately, historical sources are of little use in evaluating this
matter. The fact that Batavia was no longer inhabited by
Batavians but by Franks, especially the so-called Salii,37
does not necessarily imply anything in this respect.
It is, therefore, difficult to say when the Roman Period
came to an end. Van Es38 has remarked that nothing real-
ly changed from the 4th century into the 5th and that is,
for example, also the story told by the imports into the
eastern river area of common pottery from traditional
sources.39 Nevertheless, the reign of Honorius was the
last under which any sort of central authority was still
backed by force. Either AD 423, the time of his death, or
AD 406, the date of a massive successful invasion
launched by the Vandals who crossed the Rhine at
Mainz, may serve as formal historical events that ter-
minated the Roman Period. For our region, the later ef-
forts of general Aetius, who was the last major figure to
resist various invasions in Gaul until he was murdered in
AD 454, are hardly relevant any more.
The 5th century is characterized by the elimination of all
remaining 'Roman' strongholds, among them the town
of Köln which was conquered by Franks only in about
AD 460, and a gradual unification of various areas con-
trolled by warlords or petty kings. Some of these were
initially still allies of Aetius, but a man like Chlogio ( =
Cloio), the king of the Salii, who by then were no longer
in the river area but further south, was independent and
already carving out an empire of his own.40 His descend-
ants, Childeric and especially Clovis (Chlodwig), suc-
ceeded in unifying a large area under a central authority
again: the Merovingian kingdom.41
This process was more or less completed by the begin-
ning of the 6th century. Although the eastern river area,
as the region around the Noita (Nijmegen) of the Anon-
ymus Ravennas (c. Villa), was probably never outside
Prankish control, local developments and conditions
cannot be deduced from the available sources. In order
to acquire a reasonably clear picture of what happened
after the Roman Period, it is thus necessary to investi-
gate the entire Merovingian Period, instead of just the
(from a historical point of view) preliminaries of the 5th
century. It is difficult to judge whether the historical
change from Merovingian into Carolingian with the ac-
cession to the throne of Pippin in AD 751 is at all a rele-
vant moment to terminate this period. In any case,
Franks had permanently settled in the river area by then.
For our region, the decisive victory of Carl Martel over
the Frisians in AD 720, which stimulated the hey-day of
Dorestad as an international trade centre, is probably
much more relevant. This was also approximately the
time when imported and/or locally made wheel-turned
pottery types finally changed significantly and thus, in
view of the goals of the project and this study, is in sev-
eral ways suitable as a termination point.
35 Von Petrikovits 1938.
36 See in particular De Boone 1954.
37 See Blok 1979, 11-21 and Van Es 1981, 5<>-9> both with
references to further literature.
38 Van Es 1981,53.
39 See below, pp. 167-70 and note 132.
40 De Boone 1954,132,140-4; Ewig 1980,12-7.
41 The name is derived from Merowech or Meroveus (see
note 40), the more or less mythical father of Childeric and pre-
sumably in some way related to Chlogio.
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3 THELANDSCAPE
3.1 INTRODUCTION
The vital importance of knowing as much as possible
about the landscape, in which human activities take
place, is self-evident. It is essential to present the archae-
ological information about those activities against the
background of the landscape in order to understand
them. But the landscape, just like its population, is not a
static phenomenon, for it alters through time, both by
natural causes and human interference. Thus, it is nec-
essary to trace back those changes in time in order to see
how the landscape looked during the period under in-
vestigation. In this respect, there is a difference between
areas of Pleistocene and Holocene deposits, because -
from an archaeological perspective - the latter have
changed much more drastically and frequently than the
former, sometimes up to the present day.
In both cases, there is a dependency on the geo-sciences
which have to provide the basic data on which to pro-
ceed and these are not readily available. They have to be
derived from very different sorts of publications and
maps which do not always cover the entire area of study,
are composed for varying purposes and according to dif-
ferent principles, and are published to different scales.
Nevertheless, these data have to be refined or general-
ized, interpreted or converted in order to produce an ar-
chaeologically meaningful and homogeneous back-
ground.
This is essentially what the Archaeological Map of the
Netherlands 1:100,000 is all about. The production of
this map is a long-term project which acts as an 'umbrel-
la' for a number of studies in different regions and on
different archaeological periods and phenomena, includ-
ing the present one. The purpose and character of this
Map, which is by no means a systematic series, need not
be extensively discussed here.' After the initial map by
Brongers2 and two subsequent maps3 the structure of
this project has been reformulated, which has led on the
one hand to some loss of uniformity4 but on the other to
substantial gains. These relate primarily to a new and
uniform editing of the sheets and, even more important,
a uniform - but not exhaustive - legend for the entire
country.
Appendices 1-5 are the first sheets to appear in this new
form; a series of sheets covering the province of North
Holland is currently being prepared for publication by
D.P. Hallewas. Although these and further maps are
mutually comparable because of the uniform legend,
they, and often even different parts of the same map, are
not really uniform in the sense that they are based on the
same amount and kind of information. As already men-
tioned, the reconstruction of the subsoil depends on the
character and quality of available maps. In principle, the
legend of the Archaeological Map of the Netherlands is
composed of elements of three systematic series of maps,
all published to a scale of 1:50,000. These are the Geo-
logical, the Geomorphological, and the Soil Map of the
Netherlands. Hallewas5 provides a very enlightening
discussion on the nature of these different types of maps
and the theoretical and practical problems which arise
when they are employed in the reconstruction of former
landscapes in areas of Holocene deposits.
In this chapter, a detailed account is presented of the
cartographical sources used for the map on Appendices
1-5 and the particular difficulties which were encoun-
tered. Other topics are the characteristic elements of the
landscape in the eastern river area, the reconstruction of
former river-courses and the specific information on
habitability and related issues in this region, which can be
derived from the geo-sciences. Although directly related
to these subjects, the difficult matter of the exploitation
of the area, especially as regards agriculture, will be
postponed to a later chapter on economical issues. Only
the general suitability of various deposits is indicated
here.
3.2 THE MAP: COMPOSITION AND SOURCES
The cartographical sources available for the eastern river
area can be divided into two groups, namely, those
which are primarily geogenetic and those which are
more pedogenetic. This is a distinction that to some ex-
tent cuts through the division of geological, geomorpho-
1 See JROB 1979, 67-8, 1980, 52-3, and especially Halle-
was 1981 for such a discussion.
2 Brongers 19763, 39 and plate 7.
3 In Stoepker 1977 (Appendix) and Bloemers 19783 (Beilage
8).
4 Such as the abolition of the original division into 15 sheets
which proved to be unpractical. It has been replaced by a ver-
bal and pictorial description of the area involved.
5 Hallewas 1981.
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logical, and soil maps. The first two are at least partly
geogenetic. Soil maps can also be designed to indicate
the genesis of a landscape, but this is often subordinated
in favour of an approach intended to present primarily
various types of soils and their properties. It is clear that
the latter kind of soil-map is basically less suitable as a
primary source for reconstructing former Holocene
landscapes, although it contains a wealth of other infor-
mation. For areas with Pleistocene deposits at the sur-
face, there are fewer problems because these surfaces
have remained more or less the same even though the
soils have changed both through natural causes and
anthropogenetic influences.
Another important disadvantage of many Dutch soil
maps is that they are based on borings with a depth of
only c. 1.20 metres, which means that information can-
not be obtained about parts of former landscapes which
are now below that depth. Nevertheless, especially in the
river area, soil maps were the first to be used which great
success for archaeological purposes.6 These were region-
al soil maps, originally intended for agricultural purpos-
es but composed with a very strong emphasis on the
character and genesis of the landscape. They include the
studies by Egberts, Van Diepen, and Pons7 on the Be-
tuwe, the Maaskant, and the Land van Maas en Waal
which enabled Modderman8 to execute comprehensive
studies of their occupation histories. These publications
have also been used for the present map of the eastern
river area, although the main source for two-thirds of the
area has been the new Geological Map of the Nether-
lands i : 50,000, namely, sheets 39 O, 40 W, and 40 O.
Only the latter has been published to date,' but manu-
scripts of the others were made available by the Nether-
lands Geological Survey.10 Together, they constitute the
backbone of the map to which the southern part has been
adapted with the help of various other maps.
All sources have, however, been converted to suit the
objectives of the archaeological map, which aims at pre-
senting those data which are relevant to the situation of
the landscape between BC 250 and AD 750. It is neces-
sary, therefore, to account for these conversions in a dis-
cussion of the deposits which have been differentiated in
the legend, including also the reasons why some were
left out. The deposits are treated in the same sequence as
on the Appendices. This will be followed by a discussion
of the characteristic elements of each of the regions into
which the map can be divided, together with the sources
which were used.
3.2.1 The Legend: Holocene Deposits
The Holocene deposits on the map consist almost entire-
ly of fluvial deposits. The study of depositional proces-
ses of fluvial systems is a highly complex matter which
need not be extensively discussed here. A basic intro-
duction is given by Doeglas11 and a detailed overview of
the Holocene river-deposits which belong geologically
to the Betuwe Formation12 is provided in a recent study
by Berendsen,13 who investigated part of the central
Dutch river area which is largely comparable to our re-
gion.
The Betuwe Formation consists virtually entirely of de-
posits of 'meandering' and 'straight' rivers, the latter be-
ing the recent or sub-recent and artificially straightened
channels.14 All fossil rivers were meandering rivers; de-
posits consist of the following lithological and genetic
components (see fig. 7).
A Channel zone deposits (stroomgordelafzettingen) are
agriculturally valuable soils. They can be divided into
three components:
1 Channel-fill deposits (verlandingsafzettingen, rest-
geulafzettingen) are the remains of fossil channels (rest-
geulen). They consist of clay, deposited after the channel
was cut off, and sometimes peat. Occasionally, channels
still have a function in the drainage system as brooks or
gullies.
2 Channel deposits (stroomafzettingen) consist of sands
and gravel, sometimes with sandy clay. Especially in the
eastern river area, these are as a rule based on Pleisto-
cene sands, from which they are lithologically difficult to
distinguish. They are deposited in the actual river chan-
6 See p. 9 and 70-5.
7 Egberts 1950, Van Diepen 1952, Pons 1957 and 1966.
8 Modderman 1949, 1950, and 1951.
9 Van de Meene 1977.
10 I thank Drs A. Verbraeck for his kind permission to use
them and for the trouble he and his assistant, Mr J. van der
Staay, took to instruct me in their proper use and on a variety
of other subjects related to the geology of the river area.
11 Doeglas 1973.
12 Zagwijn Van Staalduinen 1975, 24-5.
13 Berendsen 1982, chapter 5. Important other publications
are Havinga 1969 and Verbraeck 1970, chapter 4.
14 Berendsen 1982,96-8.
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Fig. 7 Idealized profile with various characteristic deposits in
the Holocene area : i channel deposits (sand), 2 bank deposits
(sandy clay), 3 flood-basin and channel-fill deposits (clay), 4
peat, 5 fossil vegetation horizon, 6 Pleistocene deposits (coarse
sand).
nel, and therefore their maximum extent constitutes the
meander-belt (meandergordel}, in which the remains of
fossil channels can be observed.
3 Bank deposits (oeverafzettingen) consist of very fine
sand and sandy clay. These are deposited outside the
high-water bed of the river and continually increase in
height after each overflow, thereby forming what is mor-
phologically called a natural levee (oeverwal) on both
sides of the river. The complex of laterally connected
channel and bank deposits, which is visible as a ridge in
the landscape, is morphologically described as a stream-
ridge (stroomrug).
The height and the sand-content of the bank deposits
decrease further away from the river, until they change
into the
B Flood-basin deposits (komafzettingen} which are
generally only suitable as grassland and consist of clay,
usually interchanged with peat. The top of this peat is
often connected to fossil vegetation horizons, visible as
dark-grey layers (laklagen) in the basin-clay and occur
especially in the transitional zone between stream-ridges
and flood-basins.15
The third kind of river deposits is the result of a disrup-
tion of the normal sedimentation process, although they
are by no means exceptional. These are the so-called
C Crevasse deposits (crevasse-afzettingen, oeverwal-
uitstulpingeri) also known as 'washovers'16 or 'levee
splays'.17 These are the result of a more or less forceful
overflow or break-through of the natural levee, resulting
in a protrusion of the levee which usually consists of
sandy and lithologically very complex deposits.
The units of our legend are in fact an abstraction from
the complex geological and geomorphogenetic units as
employed by Verbraeck and Berendsen. They indicate
only major geological or geomorphological units which
are relevant to the occupation during the Roman Peri-
od.18 At a practical level, complex or very fine distinc-
tions are not desirable because there are no detailed data
for some areas and also because they are difficult to rep-
resent at a scale of i : 100,000. Crevasse deposits have,
for example, not been indicated separately because a dis-
tinction from normal channel and bank deposits is irrel-
evant from an archaeological point of view. Various fos-
sil channels and other small gullies were left out because
they were difficult to represent. A description of the bas-
ic units employed is presented below.
Post-Roman channel (zone) deposits
and present river-courses
For the purpose of the map, all channel zone deposits
can be divided into three categories: pre-Roman, those
related to rivers functioning during the Roman Period,
15 See Havinga 1969,24-5.
16 Verbraeck 1970.
17 Havinga 1969.
18 Actually this is only part of the era between 250 BC and AD
750, but it proved to be unnecessary to construct different
maps for the successive periods. It is quite likely that some
changes did occur, but these were not major ones. Also, they
cannot be identified precisely enough.
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and post-Roman (in practice: after AD 750). The post-
Roman bank deposits covering older channel zone or
flood-basin deposits have been deliberately omitted. In
theory, they could be relevant in that their presence pre-
vents archaeological observations in areas where they are
well developed, but in practice this did not as a rule
prove to be the case. Human interference, especially the
construction of dikes from the I2th or even i ith centu-
ries onwards" was undoubtedly an important factor, but
the relatively high location of the archaeologically rele-
vant deposits, those of the stream-ridges, has generally
prevented too much sedimentation on top of them. Fi-
nally, the detailed soil surveys normally also reveal set-
tlements (ancient settlement soils) in the rare cases
where these are covered by more substantial later sedi-
ments.
In addition to the bank deposits, there are also the post-
Roman channel deposits. These are more relevant be-
cause their presence implies erosion of previous depos-
its by post-Roman channels. Because river-courses
changed only slightly after the Roman Period, this ero-
sion is especially relevant to the Roman channel zone de-
posits. Only small portions of these have survived. In
general, post-Roman channel deposits can be identified
as those between the dikes along the present river-
courses, but there are important exceptions to this rule.
When they occur in the area behind a dike they are
usually, but not always, identifiable because they are not
covered by later deposists, because sometimes broad
medieval or sub-recent channel-fill deposits or oxbow-
lakes are present, and also because channels may be indi-
cated on older topographical maps.20 The opposite case,
where (pre-) Roman channel deposits are still preserved
beyond the dike under the present water-meadows, is al-
most impossible to establish because lithological dif-
ferences are lacking or very difficult to evaluate. In
this case, only the presence of an ancient settlement soil
with Roman finds or other chronological evidence can
provide a clue.
For this reason the post-Roman channel deposits on the
map represent the maximally eroded area which will, in
the future, prove to be smaller than is indicated. This is
19 See e.g. Pons 1957, fig. 55.
20 See e.g. Hoppe 1970; STIBOKA 1975, afb. 20; Teunissen
I975> fig. 5; Van de Ven 1976; or Brunnacker 1978, Taf. I for
various examples.
21 See Appendix 3. The same situation applies to the recent-
ly discovered site 542. See p. 40, note 54.
especially relevant for the Meuse deposits and those of
the Rhine in Germany, for which no - or no detailed -
geological information was available. In these regions,
the lack of information on certain areas has led to their
inclusion in the post-Roman deposits which may not be
correct. In some instances this can already be proven by
the presence of Roman Period settlements like 451 and
486 which are not eroded but seemingly on post-Roman
deposits.21 In these cases, the channel deposits on which
they are actually situated, could not be bordered. Site
486 (Dieden) is particularly interesting, because it is sit-
uated on channel deposits of the Meuse which are cov-
ered by post-Roman bank deposits (not the site itself).
The older deposits do not show completely on the soil
map22 which had to be used to construct this part of the
map. Even though this soil map is also based on geoge-
netic principles, the depth of the borings prevented
complete representation of the deeper parts of the older
deposits.
Channel or fossil channel (fig. 8)
This unit is primarily employed to indicate those chan-
nels which are directly related to former river-courses,
irrespective of whether or not they still carry water or
certainly or possibly did so during the Roman Period.
Genetically different channels, such as crevasse (or over-
flow), break-through,23 and basin drainage channels,
have usually not been indicated, thus avoiding too much
detail which would be difficult to represent on the scale
of the map and would also hamper an immediate under-
standing of the region's major drainage patterns. For the
same reason, not even all fossilized remains of former
river-beds could be indicated.
In order to keep the legend as simple as possible, the fos-
sil channel symbol of the legend has also been used in ar-
eas of Pleistocene deposits, both to indicate still func-
tioning streams such as the Niers and the Graafsche
Raam and other drainage gullies, such as the presumed
remains of late-glacial braided river systems,24 as far as
these are relevant to the occupation. For this reason, the
braided system between Cuijk and Gasselt is indicated
because the deposits with a high lying surface have - to
22 Van Diepen 1952, Appendix 2.
23 These are channels which do not just cut through one nat-
ural levee but through an entire stream-ridge.
24 Geologically, these are fluvial deposits of the Kreftenheye
Formation.
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Fig. 8 View of a still very clearly visible fossil Rhine-channel
in the Overbetuwe. It is the channel which curves around sites
117 and 118 in Driel, at the point where it is crossed by a mod-
ern road (see the Appendices, 185.35/441.30). On the right, the
natural levee on the inside of the meander-curve is also visible.
some extent - been settled. The system in the Land van
Maas en Waal25 is not indicated because the channels
there functioned primarily as basin-drainage channels
and because most or all of the lower lying Pleistocene
surface there is covered by presumably pre-Roman ba-
sin clay deposits (becoming increasingly thick to the
25 Pons 1957 and 1966.
32
west) and yields no indications of any permanent habita-
tion during the Roman Period.
Pre-Roman and Roman channel deposits
These deposits are the meander-belts and some cre-
vasse-ridges of rivers which functioned before and dur-
ing the Roman Period. The representation of these on
the map raised several difficulties. As already mentioned
above, it is not always possible to separate Roman from
post-Roman deposits. It should be noted that while the
discovery of settlements dating from before AD 750 un-
der present water-meadows can lead to the recognition of
(pre-) Roman channel deposits, the absence of such set-
tlements on deposits behind the dikes cannot be inter-
preted as evidence for a post-Roman dating of these de-
posits. This is because permanent settlements may be
situated in the meander-belt of a functioning river, for
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example, on high lying parts such as point bars (kronkel-
waarden) on the convex banks of meander curves, but a
location on the natural levees was preferred. A striking
example of the latter are sites 130-135 (on Appendix 3),
which are just outside the meander belt of the Roman
Rhine.
The pre-Roman channel deposits are another difficulty.
In contrast to the Roman channel deposits, these were
already stream-ridges during the Roman Period and in
principle entirely suitable for habitation. These stream-
ridges, however, vary greatly in age and are covered to
very different degrees by later sediments such as bank
and especially flood-basin deposits. When this situation
occurs, the problem is to decide whether or not they
were already covered by flood-basin deposits during the
Roman Period and therefore should not be indicated on
the map. If they have ancient settlement soils with Ro-
man material, the problem is solved. If these are lacking,
the problem is virtually insoluble, even in the only case
where the results of very detailed surveys are available.
That is the area between Opheusden, Dodewaard, and
Andelst in the Betuwe. In this area, there are two elon-
gated crevasse-ridges, between approximately the co-or-
dinates 173/436 to 174/438 and 175.5/436.5 to 178/437.
Havinga's very thorough survey26 led to the conclusion
that they were covered by basin-clay during the Roman
Period. Nevertheless, there is at least one definite Ro-
man and even Merovingian settlement (site 77) on the
second ridge. Even if one assumes that all the other an-
cient settlement soils are indeed datable to the Bronze
Age and or Late-Neolithic as Havinga concluded,27 the
presence of a permanent settlement in a flood-basin28 is
only understandable if the covered crevasse-ridge was
still to some degree habitable. That this is true is demon-
strated by the continued presence of an overflow gully
along site 77 in the Roman Period.
For these reasons, the two crevasse-ridges have not been
replaced by flood-basin deposits on the map, although
Havinga's work has shown that at least large parts of
them lay in a flood-basin during the Roman Period. An-
other argument is the fact that on the manuscript for the
new geological map sheet 390 there are many instances
where Roman settlements on stream ridges are covered
by flood-basin deposits which are just as thick as those in
Havinga's area of study, e.g. south of Ewijk and north of
Herveld.
Because Havinga's work is the only study which is de-
tailed enough to provide arguments to delete some of
them, in practice all surviving pre-Roman channel
deposits in the entire area are indicated on the map, in-
cluding those on which settlements have not, as yet,
been found.
Pre-Roman and Roman bank deposits
The bank deposits are, of course, directly related to the
channel deposits, which implies that all bank deposits
belonging to channel deposits considered pre-Roman
and Roman are automatically indicated on the map. On
the manuscripts of the new geological map sheets 39 O
and 40 W, these are almost always described as a com-
plex of bank- and flood-basin deposits, sometimes also
as bank deposits on flood-basin deposits. The former,
which are sometimes covered by flood-basin deposits of
considerable thickness, are the result of the varying
quantities of sand deposited by a meandering river on
both sides of the meander-belt. In practice, these depos-
its can always be related to pre-Roman or Roman chan-
nel deposits. This is not true for the bank deposits on
flood-basin clay, which may also belong to post-Roman
channel deposits. When this situation is encountered far
away from the present river-courses, as part of pre-Ro-
man stream-ridges, there is no problem, but it occurs
most frequently along the post-Roman channels. In that
case they have been considered post-Roman also, unless
there is evidence to the contrary in the form of settle-
ments on the bank deposits. This is, for example, the
case with the bank deposits along the Rhine near Zeve-
naar, along the Waal between Ewijk and Druten, and
along the Meuse between Lienden and Batenburg.
These are bank deposits of the Roman Rhine, Waal, and
Meuse, belonging to channel deposits which have (pre-
sumably) been eroded.
Flood-basin deposits
In the flood-basin deposits, the presence or absence of
peat has not been indicated, because it is very difficult to
decide exactly where peat grew during the Roman Peri-
od. Only in the area between Wageningen and Rhenen
has the part of the flood-basin deposit with peat been in-
26 Havinga 1969 and Havinga/Op 't Hof 1975.
27 Havinga 1969, 27-9. His conclusions have not been con-
tradicted by subsequent finds and are most probably correct.
28 See Havinga 1969, Map i and 2, square 5 G, for a detailed
picture of the situation.
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dicated as such, in connection with the peat of the
Singraven Formation.29
Flood-basin clay has been deposited over many pre-Ro-
man and Roman channel zone deposits, but its thickness
is usually rather limited. The same is true for the basin-
clay covering some of the Pleistocene deposits, for exam-
ple, to the southwest of Nijmegen and west of the Mont-
ferland. As mentioned above, clay-covers over channel
zone deposits have not been indicated. The stream-ridg-
es are more important from a geomorphological and ar-
chaeological point of view. The same situation applies to
some of the Pleistocene deposits, such as the fluvial de-
posits between Cuijk and Gasselt, but in other cases ar-
eas are indicated as belonging to flood-basins.
As a result of this, some of the settlements on the Appen-
dices appear to be situated in flood-basins. In the entire
river area there is, however, not one single settlement for
which that has actually been demonstrated. In each case
there is an explanation for the apparent situation on ba-
sin-clay. For some sites, the reason is due to the inade-
quacy of the primary geological data, because parts of
the flood-basin may not or only slightly have been cov-
ered by basin-clay during the Roman Period. Examples
are sites 330 (Appendix i), which is situated on Pleisto-
cene gravel and sand deposits,30 and 367, which is locat-
ed on Pleistocene fluvial deposits with a relatively high
lying surface. Similar situations may occur elsewhere,
and it is quite well possible that in a detailed archaeolog-
ical survey more sites will be discovered on specific pre-
Roman deposits. As a result, these can then be differen-
tiated from the surrounding flood-basin deposits on a
map for the Roman Period.
Apart from these cases, there are also a number of settle-
ments that are actually situated on bank deposits which
are not marked on the available geological or soil maps or
indicated in such a way that no satisfactory reconstruc-
tion of these deposits is possible. An example are the
bank deposits south of the channel deposits around
Ewijk, which were not indicated on the manuscripts of
the new geological map, sheets 39 O and 40 W. A recon-
struction with the soil maps of the same sheets would
have been possible, but it would have resulted in a more
or less arbitrary bordering of these deposits. Fortunate-
ly, in this case the data given by Pons31 for this area al-
lowed a reliable reconstruction of the true extent of the
relevant bank deposits, because his soil map provided
geogenetic data.
In other cases where no, or no adequate, geological data
are available, such a reconstruction was not possible.
Sites 251 and 252 are situated on flood-basin deposits in
the legend of the geological map. The soil map (sheet 39
O) indicates channel zone deposits but these cannot be
chronologically differentiated. It is clear from Pons' soil
map that there are older channel zone deposits in the
subsoil, but in this case no reconstruction was possible
because only part of these deposits was reached by the
borings.
There are quite a few instances like this, where it is clear
why a settlement is located at a particular spot but where
it is impossible to indicate this on the map without arbi-
trarily reconstructing deposits mainly on archaeological
criteria. This would seriously affect the usefulness of the
map, because the extent of deposits will have to be em-
ployed later to reach all sorts of conclusions about the
habitation. If this habitation (the settlements) is used to
reconstruct borders of deposits, we would end up with a
perfect case of circular argumentation. Of course, there
is already an element of circular reasoning in the use of
archaeological data in the dating of deposits, but in that
case the geological data remain an independent source.
In addition, archaeological data are not the only means
used to unravel the absolute or relative chronology of
deposits.32
Peat and brook deposits
In general, the occurrence of peat in flood-basins and
fossil channels has not been indicated, with the excep-
tion of the peat in the broad so-called Kermisdahl near
Kleve" and the peat in the flood-basin between Wage-
ningen and Rhenen.34 This peat belongs to the Broek
Formation, as defined by Berendsen.35 As mentioned
29 See Zagwijn/Van Staalduinen 1975,18-9.
30 Pons 1966, Appendix I, eastern sheet: a very small area of
unit gYl (described as 'coarse sand with gravel, contaminated
with clay").
31 Pons 1966, Appendix i.
32 The different ways of dating channel zone deposits are
discussed in detail by Berendsen 1982, 113-44 (see especially
p. 118), continuing on the course set by Verbraeck 1970
(chapter 4). The chronology of flood-basin deposits is discuss-
ed in Havinga 1969.
33 See below, p. 44.
34 See above, p. 33 and below, p. 37.
35 Berendsen 1982,111-2.
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above, the true extent of this peat during the Roman Pe-
riod cannot be determined.
All other occurrences of peat belong to the Singraven
Formation, which consists of deposits in brook-valleys
and low lying areas or channels in Pleistocene land-
scapes. The extent of this peat is represented as far as it
survives today, because areas with dug-out peat could
not be reconstructed. This circumstance, however, only
plays a role in the area between Veenendaal and Wage-
ningen. The peat surviving there to date contained too
much clay to be useful as fuel, but all the economically
useful peat over the low lying coversands was dug out
long ago.36 As indicated in the legend, a substantial part
of these Pleistocene sands may therefore have been cov-
ered by peat during the Roman Period. The same situa-
tion may have occurred in Brabant.
The valleys of brooks in the Pleistocene area usually
contain some peat. Where this is absent or of minor im-
portance, brook deposits are indicated. These also be-
long to the Singraven Formation and consist of sandy
clay, silt, and clay.
Other deposits (not indicated on the maps)
For various reasons, several different and usually an-
thropogenetic deposits have not been indicated on the
map. They are, however, very important in relation to
the interpretation of the map, because they affect the ar-
chaeological visibility of former occupation.
First of all, the so-called ancient settlement soils (oude
tooongronden) are not indicated because they cannot be
represented on a scale of i : 100,000. They are also al-
ready incorporated in the symbols for settlements on the
map, so that separate representation on the geological
part of the legend is not strictly necessary. The different
aspects of this type of soil will be discussed in a separate
paragraph.37 It is extremely important for the discovery
of settlement-sites.
Also important, but in a negative sense, are several kinds
of deposits occuring in the Holocene and Pleistocene ar-
eas which may prevent the discovery of sites. Sites can
be covered too deeply for material to be brought to the
surface and recovered after normal cultivation of the
soil. By implication, the deposits in question post-date
the period represented on the map, and so they are omit-
ted. Nevertheless, they are relevant because they may
3«
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STIBOKA 1973, 51; Van de Westeringh 1983,13.
See below, p. 70.
systematically or incidentally influence the visibility of
archaeological patterns and should therefore be men-
tioned. Fortunately, none of them occurs very frequent-
ly in the area covered by the map.
The following deposits are concerned:
1 Drift-sand, which belongs to the inland dune sands
of the Kootwijk Formation.38 Drift-sand is the eolian re-
deposition of Pleistocene sands (mostly coversands) oc-
curring throughout the Holocene. Most of the occur-
rences are, however, anthropogenetic in the sense that
they are the direct result of bringing land under cultiva-
tion and destroying vegetation by removing sods during
the Middle Ages. Small areas of drift-sand occur in the
Montferland between Babberich and Elten, on the Ve-
luwe north of Arnhem, and in Brabant south of Herpen
and Berghem; with a few even smaller areas, all these are
indicated on fig. 9.
2 £i-layers or ancient cultivation soils (oude bouwlan-
den), which result from centuries of fertilization - and
thereby raising - of sandy soils with stable manure, com-
post, heath- or grass-sods, and the like. In some areas,
this fertilization has been going on for around a millen-
nium, and has produced a humus-rich layer at least 50
cm thick and sometimes even thicker. This, of course,
usually prevents recovery of archaeological material.
On recent soil maps, the «-layers are indicated as dikke
eerdgronden. They cover substantial areas on the sandy
soils in Brabant, from Escharen to Schaijk, in the Mont-
ferland around Didam, and along the sides of the ice-
pushed ridge Nijmegen-Kleve, especially south of
Groesbeek and along the line Milsbeek-Mook-Malden.
These, and other occurrences of as-layers, are also indi-
cated on fig. 9.
3 Washovers (overslaggronden), which are the result of
dike-breaks. These are lithologically and genetically
comparable to the crevasse deposits caused by a break
through a natural levee. Where the deposits resulting
from dike-breaks cover older deposits, they have been
omitted, just as the post-Roman bank deposits. In most
cases, they are included in the post-Roman channel de-
posits, because they have eroded previous deposits. A
remarkable exception is the washover in Deest (i74/
433), indicated on Pons' soil map.39 It must have been of
only minor importance because three Roman sites (219—
221, possibly one settlement) survived undisturbed.
38 Zagwijn/Van Staalduinen 1975,16-18.
39 Pons 1966, Appendix t, eastern sheet, soil type RRo2.
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Fig. 9 The occurrence of drift-sands and ancient cultivation
soils (esdekken) in the eastern river area, derived from the soil
maps (STIBOKA 1973, 1975, 1976): i present-day river-cours-
es, 2 Pleistocene deposits, 3 Holocene deposits, 4 ancient culti-
vation soils, 5 drift-sands. Scale i : 250,000.
3.2.2 The Legend: Pleistocene Deposits
The geological history of the eastern river area during
the Pleistocene need not be discussed here. Adequate
40 Van de Meene 1977 and STIBOKA 1973,1975, and 1976.
overviews are provided in the explanatory memoirs to
the geological and soil maps of the region.40 The Pleis-
tocene landscape has remained relatively unchanged
from the Roman Period onwards. Post-Roman changes,
such as the digging of Holocene peat, the deposition of
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drift-sand, or the development of «-layers have been ac-
counted for in the preceding paragraph. The legend for
the Pleistocene has been composed in such a way that
only the major types of deposits at the surface are shown,
thus giving at the same time an insight into the genesis
of the landscape and its morphology.
Although the legend of the Archaeological Map of the
Netherlands permits the use of contour lines as an addi-
tional aid to indicate the relief, these have been omitted
because they would seriously affect the readability of the
map on and around the ice-pushed ridges. The only ad-
ditional géomorphologie distinctions indicated are the
hills and ridges in the coversand landscape and the dry
valleys, which were formed by meltwater during the last
ice age (Weichsel). Apart from being a distinctive ele-
ment themselves, the direction and length of these val-
leys are, together with the choice of colours for the de-
posits, very good indicators for the general relief of the
landscape.
A brief description of the different sorts of Pleistocene
deposits at the surface is presented below.
Fluvial deposits
The surfacing deposits of Pleistocene rivers belong to
the Kreftenheye Formation,41 formerly known as Flu-
viatile Lower Terrace (fluviatiel laagterras, Niederter-
rasse} which was described in detail by Schelling.42 They
consist of clay (loam) and sands which were deposited by
braided river systems mainly at the very end of the Pleis-
tocene, during the late-glacial of the Weichsel ice age."
The gullies are indicated by the same symbol as Holo-
cene fossil channels. They are often filled with Holocene
deposits. The deposits are divided into those with a low
lying surface (usually wet and formerly described as 'low
greyish-brown loam soils' or 'low grey river terrace
soils') and those with a high lying surface, which are
usually drier and also known as 'high reddish-brown' or
'medium high mottled river terrace soils'. The highest
parts of the latter have usually been arable land for cen-
turies and can presumably be considered suitable for
various purposes during the Roman Period, although,
with the exception of several sites around Cuijk, habita-
tion is virtually lacking.
Coversands
A large part of the surface of the Pleistocene landscape
consists of fine to medium coarse sands, which are indi-
cated as coversands on the map. This category comprises
two different - although lithologically very similar - de-
posits distinguished by the Netherlands Geological Sur-
vey. The first are the coversands proper, which are eo-
lian deposits of local origin belonging to the Twente
Formation.44 The second is the result of eolian redeposi-
tion of fluviatile sediments, and therefore part of the
Kreftenheye Formation.
While the former occur as a cover over older deposits in
the Pleistocene landscape, the latter occur as river dunes
in Holocene areas and are usually partly covered by Hol-
ocene deposits. They are known as donken (hum-
mocks).45 Usually these are fairly small but especially in
the eastern part of the Netherlands they can be very
large as is evident from the large sand ridge of Wijchen
in the Land van Maas en Waal, which is in fact a donk
(see fig. 10).
There is only one sand deposit in the Holocene area
which may not be a donk, namely, the ridge at Rijkers-
woerd in the Betuwe. On the manuscript of the geologi-
cal map it is indicated as drift-sand (Kootwijk Forma-
tion) on basin clay, and the only archaeological finds
from Rijkerswoerd date to the Middle Ages.46
The relief in coversand areas is indicated by distinguish-
ing between high and low lying surfaces, according to
the Geomorphological Map of the Netherlands. The lat-
ter may have been (partially) covered with peat during
the Roman Period. In the complicated relief between
Wageningen and Veenendaal, where high east-west
ridges in the low coversand area47 are connected to a
high coversand area48 in which also (north-south) ridges
occur, the latter are indicated by a separate symbol.
As is evident from fig. 9, a sizable part of the coversands
with a high lying surface is covered by «-layers (and
smaller areas by drift-sand). Defective visibility of ar-
41 Zagwijn/Van Staalduinen 1975,25.
42 Schelling 1951.
43 Early-Holocene deposition is also probable, cf. STIBOKA
1976,45.
44 Zagwijn/Van Staalduinen 1975, 20-2.
45 Verbraeck 1970,40-6; Louwe Kooijmans 1974, 84-6.
46 Cf. Modderman 1949, 81, nr. 27 and note 3.
47 The so-called Jong dekzand I, which dates to before the
Allered-interstadial.
48 Which is Jong dekzand II, deposited after the interstadial.
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Fig. 10 View from the flood-basin at the Pleistocene sand
ridge of Wijchen, at the point where it is crossed by the mod-
ern highway (see the Appendices, square 175/427). The tower
on the right is the church of Hernen.
chaeological phenomena is therefore especially relevant
to coversands. All high lying coversands were originally
podzolic soils, usually with a fairly high humus-content.
Those which are not covered by an as-layer are generally
indicated as humuspodzolgronden (often Hn 21 or Hn 30)
on the soil maps. Their suitability for (modern) agricul-
tural purposes is often fairly high, but depends strongly
on the groundwater level.
Loess
The eolian deposits, which principally consist of loam,
sometimes containing find sands, also belong to the
Twente Formation. Due to lack of detailed data about
the large deposits on the ice-pushed ridge Nijmegen-
Kleve, sandy loam or loamy sand (lossleemhoudende
zandgronden, Sandlöss) have also been included as loess
deposits.
In general, these soils are quite suitable for a variety of
modern agricultural purposes because, with the excep-
tion of an area southeast of Groesbeek, they are not too
wet. In the Netherlands, they are all in use as arable
land, but most of the Sandlöss area in Germany is cov-
ered by the Reichswald.
Fluvio-periglacial and fluvioglacial deposits
These are sediments which were deposited by meltwater
during an ice age. The fluvioglacial sediments on the
map are glacial outwash (sandr) deposits and were form-
ed during the Saale ice age. They belong to the Drente
Formation.49 Fluvio-periglacial deposits were formed
under very cold circumstances and near absence of vege-
tation during the Weichsel ice age. They belong to the
Twente Formation.
Both deposits generally consist of coarse or very coarse
sand with gravel, although especially the periglacial sed-
iments are sometimes less coarse and contain varying de-
grees of loam. They have been differentiated50 because
this is required by the legend of the Archaeological Map
of the Netherlands51 and not because the distinction is
49
5°
Zagwijn/Van Staalduinen 1975, 14.
In one case probably wrongly, because the deposits ar-
ound Groesbeek are presumably fluvio-periglacial (Cromme-
lin/Maarleveld in Schelling 1949,40).
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Fig. 11 View from the Overbetuwe at the ice-pushed ridge
between Arnhem and Oosterbeek. The picture was taken in
Meinerswijk. The chimneys belong to the brick-factory, in
front of which lies the site of the Roman fort (126). The ditch
is the fossil channel which surrounds it (see also fig. 18).
considered relevant to the occupation during the Roman
Period.
Ice-pushed ridges
The gravelly coarse sand of the non-covered parts of the
ice-pushed ridges (Drente Formation) is similar to the
fluvio(-peri-)glacial sediments which generated from it,
but the ridges are composed of extremely variable mate-
rial over short distances. They are also shown as a sepa-
rate unit because they are important geomorphological
features that determine the relief of the landscape (figs,
ii and 12).
As far as they are not built over, the ice-pushed ridges,
as well as the equally poor soils of the fluvio(-peri-)gla-
cial deposits, are today almost completely covered by
forest. On the soil maps, they are indicated as podzolic
soils, mainly loopodzolgronden (gY3o) and haarpodzol-
gronden (gHd3o), the fluvio-periglacial deposits also as
vlakvaaggronden (Zn23). Mainly because of the very
deep lying grondwater levels, most of these soils are
judged to be hardly or not at all suitable for modern agri-
cultural purposes.
3.2.3 Regional Characteristics and Sources
The area north of the Rhine and I Jssel
The region consists almost entirely of Pleistocene depos-
51 A.o. because the map also aims at showing the genesis of
the landscape. The choice of colours indicates that the deposits
are considered to be similar.
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its. It is the southernmost part of the Veluwe, with in the
west the southern limit of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug,
which ends at Rhenen, and a small part of the Gelderse
Vallei in between.
The basic data about the deposits were derived from (the
manuscripts of) the Geological Map of the Netherlands
1:50,000, sheets 390, 40 W, and 400. The relief of the
coversand area in the Gelderse Vallei (between Wage-
ningen, Rhenen, and Veenendaal) was adapted from the
preliminary sheet 39 O of the Geomorphological Map,
which was also the source for the indicated dry valleys.
Other gecmorphological data were obtained from a geo-
morphological map of the Veluwe I : ioo,ooo52 and a de-
tailed study of the geology and geomorphology around
Arnhem." After the publication of the sheets 40 W and
O of the Geomorphological Map, which became avail-
able hi 1981, a few additions and alterations were neces-
sary.
The relief is determined by the high ice-pushed ridges of
Arnhem, Wageningen, and Rhenen, the southern parts
of which were eroded by the Rhine (see fig. 11). The
slopes near Rhenen (the Grebbeberg), Wageningen (the
Wageningse Berg), Doorwerth, and east of Velp are very
steep. The glacial outwash deposits decline more gently
towards Renkum. Two brook valleys, of the Heelsumse
beek in the east and of the Renkumse or Kortenburgse
beek in the west, cut deep into this landscape.
Apart from the peat, flood-basin clay, and brook depos-
its, a small area of Holocene channel zone deposits is in-
dicated between Rhenen and Wageningen. This has
been included - and therefore assumed to be of either
pre-Roman or Roman age - for geological reasons only.
The channel deposits are apparently covered with a con-
siderable amount of basin-clay, and the bank deposits
are described as an association of bank- and flood-basin
deposits. This usually implies a pre-Roman age, but in
the absence of any finds, the area may have been essen-
tially a flood-basin during the Roman Period. It is also
possible that the clay-cover has prevented sites from be-
ing discovered,54 just as on the meander curve of the
Waal in the Ooijpolder.55
The area between Rhine and Waal (Overbetuwe)
For the area between Rhine and Waal, the basis of the
map was again derived by simplification from the manu-
scripts of the Geological Map, sheets 390 and 40 W.
Several adjustments were, however, necessary. The
channel deposits of the Oude Rijn near Kesteren, which
are between the present dike along the river and the
Rijnbandijk, have been deleted because they are post-
Roman. On the other hand, the deposits behind the dike
near Dodewaard and Wely could be differentiated from
those in the water-meadows and included as Roman
channel deposits. This information was obtained from
Havinga.56 Bank deposits on basin-clay, which are often
post-Roman in contrast to a complex of bank- and flood-
basin deposits, have only been indicated where they can
be shown to belong (also) to (pre-) Roman channel de-
posits. Examples are the bank deposits along the small
channel west of Hemmen, which were also dated to the
Roman Period by Havinga and on which several sites
(62-68) occur.
Apart from Havinga's maps,57 which are geogenetic and
based on borings to a depth of 2.2Om, there are several
soil maps which have mainly been used to derive data
about ancient settlement soils and the courses of fossil
channels. General information is provided by the first
soil map of the Betuwe58 and sheets 390 and 40 W of the
Soil Map of the Netherlands 1:50,000. For the purpose
of tracing fossil channels, the very detailed soil maps
(i : 10,000) of the southern, northern, and eastern Over-
betuwe,5' made by the Soil Survey Institute (STIBOKA)
as a basis for land reallotment schemes in the Overbe-
tuwe, proved to be very useful. Only in the highly com-
plicated situation around Flieren and Hulhuizen in the
east, they were not sufficient to allow the reconstruction
52 Ten Houte de Lange (ed.) 1977, Appendix i.
53 Teunissen 1961.
54 When the present article was about to be printed, this in-
terpretation was confirmed by the discovery of an ancient set-
tlement soil (site 542) under a no cm thick clay-cover. See
Van de Westeringh 1983, addendum p. 13-4. The site is locat-
ed just north of the Rhine-dike, which implies that the area be-
tween Nude and the dike, left blank on the Appendices, should
also be included in the 'Pre-Roman and Roman channel depos-
its'.
55 See below, p. 51.
56 Havinga 1969, Appendix i. They belong to the deposits of
his phase 2 and are two of the few remains of the meander-belt
of the Roman Waal.
57 I thank Dr Havinga for discussing his maps with me and
for providing me with some additional and unpublished data
on the region around Kesteren.
58 Egberts 1950.
59 Van der Schans/Steeghs 1957, Zegers/Zandbergen 1958,
and Mulder/Salverda'Van den Hurk 1979.
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of a coherent pattern.60 The latter has, by the way, been
the main objective in the Overbetuwe. It was not possi-
ble to represent all the details of fossil channels at a scale
of 1:100,000.
The only Pleistocene (or early-Holocene) deposits in the
Overbetuwe are the river dunes (donken) near Valburg
and Bemmel. The dune at Rijkerswoerd has not been in-
dicated on the assumption that it is either post-Roman
drift-sand61 - which could be checked, for example, by
pollen analysis of the underlying basin-clay - or that it
was covered by basin-clay during the Roman Period.
The area of the present Betuwe is dominated by pre-Ro-
man stream-ridges, most of which are still clearly visible
in the landscape, sometimes even to the inexperienced
eye. The only (probable) remains of the meander-belt of
the Roman Waal have already been mentioned. As for
the Roman Rhine, there may be a small area left in the
Roswaard, north of Doornenburg (c. square 197/434),
but a more sizable part of the Roman channel zone de-
posits has survived between Huissen and Meinerswijk
(from 193/43810 188/442).
It is possible that not all of the indicated deposits have
actually survived from the Roman Period onwards, be-
cause later channels may have eroded some parts of it. At
least the southern levee and part of the meander-belt
have definitely not been eroded, as witness the various
settlements and one or two forts (see especially Appen-
dix 3). From Meinerswijk to Driel or even Heteren, the
meander-belt of the Roman Rhine must have followed
exactly the same course as the post-Roman channel de-
posits marked on the map. From Heteren to the west,
the post-Roman river has probably eroded more of the
older deposits, including at least one (site 37) and possi-
bly two (site i8b as well) frontier forts.
The area between Rhine and I Jssel
(Liemers and Montferland)
The region consists of both Holocene and Pleistocene
deposits. Most of the former are in the Liemers, while
the latter constitute the Montferland and also the small
area east of Doesburg with river dunes and fluvial de-
posits.
The basic data for this area were derived from sheet 40 O
of the Geological Map of the Netherlands," the manu-
script of sheet 40 W, and from the geological Übersichts-
karte von Nordrhein-Westfalen 1:100.000, sheet
04302.63 In a few instances, such as the river dune
around Duiven and the fossil channel under Schans,
sheet 40 W of the Soil Map of the Netherlands" was used.
The back of the Montferland is formed by an ice-pushed
ridge, of which only a small part is visible on the map.
This ridge was originally connected to the ridge Nijme-
gen-Kleve until the Rhine cut through it in the late-
Weichsel period.65 Before that time, the river had fol-
lowed a course east of the Montferland through the IJs-
sel Valley. The area between Elten and Kleve is called
the Gelderse Poort. Near Elten (the Elterberg) the slope
is rather steep, but to the west the fluvio-periglacial de-
posits, which are largely under coversands, descend
slowly until they are covered by basin-clay.
Apart from the river dunes, most of the Liemers is a
flood-basin. Along the I Jssel, definite (pre)Roman chan-
nel zone deposits have been identified,66 but these could
not be incorporated in a coherent way on the map.
Moreover, as will be discussed below, there are reasons
to doubt the basic assumptions involved in these identi-
fications. Along the Rhine and the Pannerdensch Ka-
naal, a large part of the channel zone deposits of the
Rhine in the Roman Period has survived. Because the
Rhine has followed the same course until the Panner-
densch Kanaal was dug in 1706-1707," it is not possible
to separate post-Roman from earlier deposits for the
area behind the dikes along the present and 'old' course
of the Rhine. It is clear that, in contrast to the situation
in the Overbetuwe from Huissen to Meinerswijk, the
southern levee of the Roman Rhine has been completely
eroded. Additional proof is provided by the finds of site
194 in the Loowaard: almost certainly a frontier fort sit-
uated on that levee.
The channel deposits between Groessen and Schans un-
doubtedly indicate the meander-belt of the Roman
Rhine, even when they are not entirely its actual re-
mains. The bank deposits north of this meander-belt,
60 For this area, the same is true for the provisional manu-
script of the geological map which was used. It is possible that
the deposits will be indicated somewhat differently in the final
publication of the map.
61 See above, p. 37.
62 Van de Meene 1977.
63 Braun 1968.
64 STIBOKA 1975.
65 See e.g. Van de Meene 1977, 38, fig. 38 and 41-2; Van de
Meene/Zagwijn 1978.
66 Harbers/Mulder 1981, fig. 4 and 5.
67 For a history of this enterprise, see Van de Ven 1976.
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which extend as far east as Babberich, have been in-
cluded because they were apparently inhabited, in one
case (site 189) even from the Middle-Iron Age onwards.
For the same reason, the crevasse deposits around Ze-
venaar, which are usually considered to be post-Ro-
man,68 are also indicated on the map. Site 190 appears to
be situated in the flood-basin only because of the geolog-
ical data that had to be used as a basis for the map. The
soil map of this area indicates sandy clay (zavel) as far
north as site 190, but these soils extend over such a wide
area that they could not be used without chronologically
dividing them for purely arbitrary reasons."
The area between Waal and Meuse
(Land van Maas en Waal)
The data for the northern part of this area were derived
mainly from the manuscripts of sheets 390 and 40 W of
the geological map, with a few additions and alterations.
Near Druten, the channel deposits behind the dike are
indicated because they clearly date to the Roman Period,
as is testified in particular by the Roman barge from site
211.70 The inadequacy of the geological criteria in rela-
tion to the bank deposits around Ewijk, which could be
remedied by using Pons' soil map," has already been
mentioned. This same map was the source for the small
river dunes (donken) in Druten and around Neerbosch
and also for the fossil channel in the branch of the Meuse
(from Lunen to Neersteind), part of which is known as
the Wijchense Maasje. It could also be used to indicate
the continuation of the Pleistocene sands at sheets 45 O
and 46 W without difficulty. For the Holocene deposits
between Overasselt and Niftrik, this proved to be more
problematical. The reconstruction presented on the map
is based on Pons' map and the soil map of sheet 45 O, the
intrepretation of which was facilitated by an interpreta-
tive map by Pons72 and some exploratory borings of the
Netherlands Geological Survey.73 The meander curve of
the Meuse around Balgoij is post-Roman.74
The channel zone deposits between Niftrik and Baten-
burg, which are presumably remains of a Roman Meuse
branch, have been indicated in approximately the same
way as was done by Pons.72 They are connected to the
deposits south of the present river, near Dieden.
The Pleistocene fluvial deposits between Wijchen and
Nijmegen have not been indicated. They are probably
not covered entirely by Holocene basin-clay but, with
the possible exception of the highest part around Heu-
men, the area can, for all practical purposes, be consid-
ered a flood-basin. The only known sites are Neolithic.75
The landscape of the Land van Maas en Waal is deter-
mined primarily by the Pleistocene river dunes, which
extend from Hernen to Bergharen and by the adjacent,
relatively narrow stream-ridge of the Wijchense Maasje.
As already established by Pons,76 this branch of the
Meuse was still functioning during the Roman Period. It
must, however, be considerably older than 'early Subat-
lantic'. This dating has been confirmed by late-Neo-
lithic finds from the part of the fossil channel known as
the Wijchense Meer (site 316). The deposits between
Niftrik and Batenburg are the only remains of the other
branch of the Meuse in the Land van Maas en Waal.
The area where the fork was situated has been eroded by
the post-Roman meander curve around Balgoij. Along
the Waal, the only channel zone deposits apart from the
deposits of the Roman Period in Druten are those of the
pre-Roman stream-ridge around Ewijk.77
The area south of the Rhine and Waal
(Ooijpolder and Duffelt)
The most important sources for this area are the manu-
script of sheet 40 W of the Geological Map of the Neth-
erlands and a geological map of the Duffelt.78 The latter
is, however, only a geological interpretation of a soil
map. Because all three stream-ridges which run from
north-east to south-west are covered with a thick deposit
of basin-clay, they are not indicated on this map. The
most eastern ridge on German territory had to be con-
structed from a few incidental borings of the Nether-
lands Geological Survey. The German geological over-
view-map (i : ioo,ooo)79 proved to be of little use for this
68 See Pons 1953, 24-8 and Harbers Mulder 1981, 416 and
Eg. 9-
69 See above, p. 34.
70 Hulst/Lehmann 1974.
71 Pons 1966, Appendix i. See above, p. 34.
72 Pons 1957, Appendix 7 and 1966, Appendix i; Soil map
450 (STIBOKA 1976).
73 These are the data from the boorraai Lunen, made avail-
able by Drs A. Verbraeck and J. van der Staay.
74 Cf. Pons 1954, esp. figs, i and 2.
75 Peddemors 1978, sites 144-148.
76 Pons 1957,42-4.
77 Pons 1957,44; Van der Voort 1973.
78 Paas/Teunissen 1978, Abb. 2.
79 Braun 1968.
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Fig. 12 View from the Ooijpolder at the steep slope of the
ice-pushed ridge in Nijmegen. The large office-building on
top of it is located at site 407, which was excavated before the
new construction. The Kops plateau (site 417) is visible on the
extreme left, and in between those sites lies the Hunerberg,
where the successive fortresses (site 412) were built.
area.80 The Pleistocene fluvial deposits still at the sur-
face have been included because they can presumably
not be considered a part of the flood-basin. As is evident
from a historical map of i667/8,81 the high lying deposits
north of Mehr were used as arable land, in the same way
as the stream-ridges and the river dune of Zyfflich. The
extent of the relatively high channel zone deposits from
Kleve to Millingen was derived from the map by Paas/
Teunissen and the German geological map. They are
undoubtedly related to the main channel of the Roman
Rhine.82 It was not possible to distinguish clearly be-
tween these and the post-Roman deposits to the east.
The area east of the fossil channel between Kleve and
Duffelward has been interpreted as post-Roman, al-
though site 451 indicates that at least a part of the earlier
deposits may not have been eroded.
80 During a visit to the Geologisches Landesamt Nordrhein-
Westfalen in Krefeld (BRD) in 1980 (after the retirement of Dr
F.J. Braun) all access to more detailed data from this area was
denied for security reasons.
81 Gorissen 1975, Appendix.
82 Cf. Braun 1968, 8l-I; Teunissen 1975; Paas/Teunissen
1978.
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Another problem are the deposits to the north of the Ker-
misdahl in Kleve. According to several authors,83 this
large and peat-filled fossil channel has to be pre-Roman.
The only really decisive argument could be the presence
in situ of a part of the Roman limes-road in Kellen, on the
convex side of the meander curve (the kronkelwaard).
Unfortunately this argument depends on a single state-
ment by Gorissen which could not be verified.** In the
near future, pollen analysis and Ci4 dating of samples
from a boring in the fossil channel may provide addi-
tional evidence.85 For the moment, it has to be assumed
that the channel deposits in the kronkelviaard existed
during the Roman Period, at least as far north as Kellen.
The area between Nijmegen, Kleve, and Gennep
(Rijk van Nijmegen and Reichswald)
This area consists almost entirely of Pleistocene depos-
its. For the northern part around Nijmegen, the data
were derived from the manuscript of sheet 40 W of the
geological map and for the German area from the Geolo-
gische Obersichtskarte i :ioo.ooo. The dry valleys have
been reconstructed from the contour lines of the topo-
graphical maps, using geomorphological overview-maps
as a guideline.86
For the Dutch part of sheet 46 W, several different
sources had to be used. The western flank of the ice-
pushed ridge has been adapted from the 'old' Geological
Map of the Netherlands, using sheet 46 W of the soil
map and the geological overview-map of the Nether-
lands i : 6oo,ooo87 to obtain an acceptable correspond-
ence with the northern part on sheet 40 W. The geolog-
ical situation of the eastern flank was deduced from sheet
46 W of the soil map and maps of the municipality of
Groesbeek.88 For the lower area between the ice-pushed
ridge and the Meuse, the Soil Map of Northern Lim-
burg89 was used as a basis, with some additions from the
sheet 46 W of the soil map. The German part of this re-
gion was adapted from the Geologische Übersichtskarte
i : loo.ooo and a separate map of the Pleistocene fluvial
deposits.90
83 Gorissen 1952; Hoppe 1970, 25-6, with further refer-
ences.
84 Gorissen 1952,49 and fig. 37.
85 The research is part of the cooperation between the RGD,
the ROB and the Department for Biogeology of the Nijmegen
University.
86 These are Pons 1957, fig. 3 and STIBOKA 1976, fig. 15.
87 Zagwijn/Van Staalduinen 1975.
88 Schelling 1949.
With the exception of some erosion and redeposition in
post-Roman times, this region has remained basically
the same since the Roman Period. The relief is, of
course, determined by the ice-pushed ridge Nijmegen-
Kleve, which has very steep slopes at both these places
(fig. 12). The eolian sand and loess deposits are cross-cut
by numerous dry valleys, some of which are very deep.
The low lying fluvial deposits, which may originally
have contained more peat-filled channels, are compa-
rable to a Holocene flood-basin. The Niers is still a func-
tioning river, but its channel has been artificially
straightened both in the Netherlands and in Germany.
The area south of the Meuse
No recent geological maps are available for this part of
Brabant and so various soil maps had to be used. For the
Maaskant, the only area with Holocene deposits, the
geogenetic soil map of Van Diepen91 was used. Because
of the inadequate depth of the borings, the stream-ridges
could not be reconstructed in a completely satisfactory
way. Small areas covered with basin-clay may not have
been indicated as channel but as flood-basin deposits.
Others, such as the area around Dieden, had to be indi-
cated as 'post-Roman' for lack of specific data. For the
terrain around Ravenstein, sheet 45 O of the soil map
was used. The border between soil types Rn 95 and Rn
6yC plus Rn 94C has been used to distinguish post-Ro-
man channel zone deposits from (covered) flood-basin.
The border of the coversand area near Berghem and
Herpen is based on Van Diepen's map, further to the
east on sheet 45 O of the soil map. The relief of the cov-
ersand area was derived from the Brabant sheet of the
Archaeological Map of the Netherlands'2 and is thus an
interpretation of the earliest (mid-igth century) topo-
graphical map.93 The fluvial deposits in the 'Land van
Cuijk' have been surveyed recently and the resulting
map,'4 supplemented with a few other data,95 provided
adequate information.
Most of the low lying Pleistocene fluvial deposits are
very wet and comparable to a flood-basin. The higher
89 Schelling 1951, Appendix I.
90 Schelling 1951, Appendix 8.
91 Van Diepen 1952, Appendix 2.
92 Stoepker 1977.
93 The Topographic and Military Map of the Kingdom of
the Netherlands. See Stoepker 1977,220-1 for details.
94 Kleinsman a.o. 1972, Appendix I.
95 Schelling 1951, Appendix y and the Dkl geological map.
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fluvial deposits are often more suitable as arable land.
The area is bordered to the east by the Graafsche Raam,
which is joined by the Hooge Raam south of Escharen.
The northern part of the extensive deposits of these
brooks is visible on the map.
The rolling landscape of the coversands slopes down
rapidly from c. 20 m in the south to about 7.5001 + NAP
in the north, where it is covered by the basin-clay of the
Maaskant area. Pan of the channel zone deposits there
may have been stream-ridges during the Roman Period,
but those belonging to the fossil channel from Dieden
over Macharen, which continues into the Ossermeer,96
are probably related to a branch of the Meuse which was
functioning during the Roman Period.'7
3.3 ROMAN RIVER-COURSES
3.3.1 Reconstruction and Dating
From the foregoing discussion, it is clear that it should
be possible, in principle, to reconstruct the courses of
the rivers during the Roman Period in a fairly detailed
way. 'River-courses' do not, of course, refer to the actual
Roman Period channels but to the (eroded and surviving
parts of) meander-belts. Such a reconstruction has not
been attempted on the Appendices, because it would
have involved various interpretations, some of which are
open to doubt. The Archaeological Map of the Nether-
lands aims at presenting the surviving parts of a land-
scape during a specific period in an archaeologically
meaningful way. From the preceding paragraphs it is
clear that this approach already produced quite a num-
ber of - sometimes debatable - interpretations. To in-
crease this situation even further by adding eroded ar-
eas, where the true extent of deposits is unknown, is not
desirable. The map would require an exceedingly com-
plex legend or otherwise lose its relevance regarding the
distribution of archaeological phenomena. Moreover,
the total picture would be unbalanced and outdated
much sooner.
The reconstruction of Roman river-courses in the Neth-
erlands has a long history, often stirring up fervent de-
96 Situated immediately to the west of the area covered by
the map. For recent finds there, see Verwers/Beex 1978, 32
and afl>. 47.
97 Van Diepen 1952, 114-6; Pons 1957,43 and Appendix 7.
98 The most recent examples of this continuing interest in
the river area are Van der Woude 1981, Harbers/Mulder 1981,
and Berendsen 1982.
bate. This is primarily due to the human interference
with rivers during the Roman Period, which is reported
by several classical authors, but an important second
reason is the long-standing interest of Dutch archaeol-
ogists in data from the geo-sciences. Research by geolo-
gists and soil scientists has provided and still provides98
new information, both at theoretical and practical levels.
It has changed viewpoints in the past and will do so in
the future. It is not necessary to describe in detail the
history of the entire discussion on Roman river-courses.
Particular issues will be mentioned only as far as they are
relevant to the present state of affairs in which there are
still numerous questions which cannot be answered or
on which there is no consensus.
Fig. 13 is based primarily on the various data which were
discussed in the preceding paragraph and the archaeo-
logical information. It is a simplification of the geological
background on the Appendices, with a reconstruction of
the areas left blank there. This implies that large parts of
the Roman channel zone of especially the Rhine and its
branches, the Waal and IJssel, are reconstructions. Most
of the channel zone of the Meuse and of pre-Roman
channel zones (i.e. the stream-ridges during the Roman
Period) could be derived directly from the Appendices,
because the boundaries of the deposits have not been
eroded.
A thorough discussion of the advantages and pitfalls of
the different methods for dating channel zones is provid-
ed by Berendsen." Of particular interest is his use of
Ci4-data100 to unravel the chronology of the different
channel zones in the central Dutch river area. Ci4 dates
have also been used as additional evidence in the con-
struction of fig. 13, but the situation in the eastern river
area is somewhat different from that further to the west,
because convenient occurrences of peat are not always
available or easy to locate. This is part of the reason why
there are fewer Ct4 darings. Before the start of the pres-
ent study, the Groningen Ci4 laboratory had dated sam-
ples submitted by various institutions, but mainly by the
Netherlands Geological Survey (ROD).101 Co-operation
between the ROB and RGD'M resulted in an additional se-
ries of datings.
99 Berendsen 1982, chapter 7.3.
100 Op. cit., chapter 4.3. and 7.2.
ici I thank Ing J. de Jong for his permission to use these
datings.
102 Directly involved were A. Verbraeck, J. van der Staay,
and J. de Jong from the ROD, and J.F van Regieren Aliéna
from the ROB.
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Fig. 13 A reconstruction of river-courses during the Roman
Period: i Pleistocene deposits, 2 flood-basin deposits and peat,
3 pre-Roman channel zone deposits, 4 Roman channel zone
deposits, 5 present-day river-channels, 6 boundaries of depos-
its, 7 reconstructed boundaries of deposits. Scale 1:250,000.
103 Berendsen 1982, chapter 7.2.
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Although the available daiings provide termini post et
ante quern that can serve purposes comparable to those of
Berendsen, they are used here mainly as additional evi-
dence in the construction of an essentially static picture,
namely, the situation during the Roman Period. In con-
trast to the more sophisticated approach of Berend-
sen,"" the Ci4 datings from the eastern river area have
been divided simply into those resulting in a terminus
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Fig. 14 Typical locations for Ci4 samples which are relevant
to the dating of Holocene river deposits: 1-6 see fig. 7; 7 bor-
ing and location of sample. The significance of the samples a-d
is discussed in the text.
post quern and those which yield a terminus ante quern,
each category being composed of two sorts of datings
that resulted from the different positions of the samples.
These are indicated on fig. 14.
A boring in a fossil channel may result in two kinds of
samples (fig. 14, a and b), the dating of which gives ter-
mini ante quern for the period in which the stream-ridge
was being formed. Sample a, which is peat or other or-
ganic material situated directly on the underlying sandy
clay, yields an end-phase dating in the sense as discussed
by Berendsen. It dates the period in which the channel
stopped functioning and the sedimentation by the river
came to an end.
This is not true for sample b, which only results in a dat-
ing some time after the end-phase. Because the length of
the intermediate period is unknown, this is a dating
which could be of little use in Berendsen's analysis. In
the eastern river area, where datings of type a are often
impossible to obtain, a b-type dating may, however,
serve our purposes quite well. As long as it turns out to
be pre-Roman, the associated stream-ridge is certainly
pre-Roman also. When the organic material proves to be
of Roman age, we may be dealing with a pre-Roman fos-
sil river (a stream-ridge) or with a river which became
104 Berendsen 1982, 118.
105 Note that a sample from the fossil vegetation horizon
higher in the same boring would provide a terminus ante quern
fossil during the Roman Period, but in any case its de-
posits existed during that period. Only a post-Roman
date presents problems, because the associated deposits
may be post-Roman also.
There are two other locations of borings indicated on
fig. 14, namely, those for samples c and d. They are tak-
en from the top of a peat layer, directly underneath the
oldest sediments from the river, and therefore give a ter-
minus post quern, at least in principle. In practice, it is
necessary to examine carefully whether the deposition of
sediments from the river caused erosion of the underly-
ing peat. In such a situation, the significance of the dat-
ing as a terminus post quern may be low, because it will
certainly be too old. According to Berendsen,104 detailed
profiles, with borings at 5 to 10 metre intervals, are nec-
essary for a correct evaluation of this type of dating.
Although samples c and d are stratigraphically in the
same position, there may be a difference in the results of
the Ci4 analysis. The boring for sample c is close to the
meander-belt of the river, where the peat has been cov-
ered quickly by fluvial deposits. The boring for sample
d is further away, in the flood-basin, and peat may have
continued to grow there for a longer period. The datings
of type c and d are, of course, somewhat idealized here,
but in general it can be said that an actual dating is more
suitable as a terminus post quern for the beginning of a riv-
er when it is more of type c. Datings resembling type d
are more a terminus post quern for the phase of greatest
activity of the river.105
for this phase. See Berendsen 1982, 116 (bloeifase- or flank-
dateringen).
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Fig. 15 List of Ci4 datings relevant to the dating of stream-ridges in the eastern river area
Name
i
2
3
4
5
6
7
B
9
10
II
12
13
H
15
16
17
[g
19
20
Herveld
Valburg-De Leygraaf
Oude Zeeg
Valburg-De Hoogebrug
Slijk-Ewijk Veens
Slijk-Ewijk
Oosterhout i
Oosterhout 2
Ressen I
Ressen 2
Baal
Homoet
Driel
Rijn bij Eiden
Meinerswijkl/i
Meinerswijk I/2106
Meinerswijk II/i
Meinerswijk II/2
Lathum II
LathumI
Altforst III
Ubbergen
Leuth l
Leutha
Bosse Wässerung
GrN
7269
8653
8654
8652
8655
7268
10598
10599
10601
10602
10600
10603
10604
7266
10605
10606
10607
10608
7525
5491
6999
10597
10595
10596
10276
Age in Ci4
Years B P
4755 ± 60
7635 ± 5°
3I5°±55
2645 ± 30
3040135
3665 ±55
3225 ± 50
3745 ±45
492O ± IOO
23701 loo
3:101190
3575135
460 + 90
1585 + 50
2675 ± 30
7300140
1350130
1500135
1720 + 25
2000 + 65
3765±55
1800 + 30
2030 i 35
2170140
3680 + 60
Depth in cm
Type below surface
c
d
a
a
a
d
b
b
b
a
a
b
b
d
c
b
b
d
c
a
b
b
b
b
323-330
469-474
268-278
207-212
237-242
2IO-22O
40O-4O2
420-422
I56-I6I
I77-I82
I8l-l88
140-145
75- 77
125-130
284-287
343-345
279-282
325-328
IO2-IIO
27O-280
221-224
146-149
I65-I68
t95-2IO
Substance C<
peaty clay *7
peat '8
humic clay l%
humic clay-gyttja with I^
shell-fragments
humic clay-gyttja with
shell-fragments
very humic clay
gyttja, clayey
gyttja, clayey
peat and wood
clay-gyttja
clay-gyttja with shell-fragments
clay-gyttja
peat
humic clay
peat with clay and gyttja
peat, clayey
clay-gyttja
clay-gyttja
peat
peat
clay-gyttja
peat, partly clayey
peat, partly clayey
gyttja
humic clay to clayey peat
IB
18
18
18
19
18;
18;
i8(
1 8i
I Si
19«
200
IM
KM
'91
I9(
The available Ci4 datings from the area covered by this
study and relevant to the present subject are listed in fig.
15. Their location is indicated on fig. 16. The list con-
tains several additional data, but these are, of course, not
at all adequate for a complete and correct evaluation.
The type of dating (a-d) is indicated to give an approxi-
mate idea of its significance, but there are, in each case,
other circumstances which could be important. These
are, however, only discussed in those instances where
they are of special relevance or when such a discussion is
106 See discussion and fig. 18 on p. 54-5.
107 A high calcium content, which occurs in some samples,
may also cause a dating to turn out too old. In a recent evalua-
tion of the datings GrN-i0595 to 10608, De Jong (19833) con-
cluded that especially datings of gyttja, and notably those con-
taining calcium, tend to be too old. Both datings in Oosterhout
not available in other reports or publications. The re-
sults of Ci4 datings are not always reliable, as is evident
from GrN-io6oi (Ressen i) which is far too old, pre-
sumably because the peat contained washed-in pieces of
very old wood. In this case, a mistake cannot be made
because GrN-io6o2 already indicates that something is
wrong, but such a convenient aid is not always pres-
ent.107 It is fortunate that in several instances there are
already pollen diagrams which may be used as a check on
the Ci4 datings.
(fig. 15,7) and the dating in Homoet (fig. 15,10) are far too old
(see also note 109). The same is suspected for Baal (fig. 15,9),
where no pollen analysis is available. It could also be demon-
strated for Oude Zeeg (fig. 15,3), where pollen analysis has
shown that the gyttja should be dated to c. 2000 BP (De Jong
19830).
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Co-ordinates References
179.18/434.13
181.50/435.03
182.35/434.69
182.50/434.43
182.53/433.60
183.20/432.78
185.14/431.61
188.55/434.44
191.74/434.26
183.28/437.90
185.58/441.23
186.93/442.30
188.21/442.25
188.43/442.66
199.10/443.50
200.41/443.96
166.28/429.61
190.99/428.98
197-16/427.37
196.91/426.07
De Jong/Zagwijn 1976
De Jong 1979
De Jong 1979; De Jong 19836
De Jong 1979
De Jong 1979
De Jong/Zagwijn 1976
De Jong 19833
De Jong 19833
De Jong 19833
De Jong 19833
De Jong 19833
De Jong/Zagwijn 1976
De Jong 19833
De Jong 19833
Tennissen 19803, 328
Lanting/Mook 1977; Poelman 19813
De Jong/Zagwijn 1974
De Jong 19833
De Jong 19833
Teunissen 1982,27, fig. 11
The activities of the Department for Biogeology of the
Nijmegen University over a longer period have opened
the possibility of making fairly reliable chronological in-
terpretations of characteristic fluctuations in pollen dia-
grams in the eastern river area, covering the late-Glacial
and Holocene period.108 Sometimes, these can also be
used to extend the Ci4 evidence, for example in the case
of datings of type b, where the base of the channel-fill
deposits does not contain organic material, but can still
be studied by means of pollen analysis. This is especially
108 For a concise overview, with a.o. a curve of the changing
frequencies of tree pollen v. non-tree pollen and the range of
several diagrams, see Teunissen 1982,27, fig. 11.
109 Stratigraphical observations in Heteren have shown a
settlement soil with neolithic sherds covered by later deposits
with Iron Age and Rom3n occupation traces (unpublished;
important in cases where the chronological interpreta-
tion of the pollen diagram and the Ci4 dating are in
agreement and both indicate a post-Roman date of sam-
ple b. In those cases, the results of the pollen analysis
may indicate whether the channel started to fill up be-
fore, during, or after the Roman Period.
3.3.2 Pre-Roman Stream-Ridges
Although fig. 13 is intended to be a static picture of the
situation during the Roman Period, the combined geo-
logical, archaeological, Ci4, and palynological data al-
low a brief discussion of the chronology of river-courses
during earlier periods. The oldest surviving parts of
Rhine branches were suitable for habitation during the
late-Neolithic, possibly already during the middle-Neo-
lithic, either as natural levees of functioning rivers or as
stream-ridges of fossil rivers.
The easternmost branch of the oldest Rhine system is
the Bosse Wässerung stream-ridge (Keeken-Niel) in the
Duffelt (fig. 16, no. 20). Further to the west, the ridge in
the Overbetuwe from Lijnden over Homoet to Heteren
probably belongs to the same system. There are archaeo-
logical data to support this conclusion, in addition to the
Ci4 dating (terminus ante quern) in Homoet (fig. 16, no.
ro). On the other hand, the archaeological support for
the Ci4 dating is surprising, because recent pollen anal-
ysis has shown that the entire channel-fill deposit has to
be post-Roman.109
This curious phenomenon is as yet inexplicable; it might
be due to rejuvenation of an older ridge, anthropogenet-
ic influence (keeping a channel open), or something else.
In any case, the archaeological data show the presence of
an old stream-ridge. The same is true for the ridge
around Ewijk in the Land van Maas en Waal, as well as
for the stream-ridges and crevasse-ridges around Wely-
Dodewaard and minimal remains of the later eroded (re-
juvenated) Rhine-branch Herveld-Zetten-Randwijk in
the Overbetuwe. For all of these, very detailed soil sur-
veys provide indispensable information.110
As far as the Meuse is concerned, the branch of the Wij-
chense Maasje also existed during the same period: the
evidence is provided by Ci4 datings (fig. 16, no. 17*")
pers. comm. Drs R. S. Hulst). The analysis of the boring in
Homoet showed that seca/e-pollen is present from the bottom
to the top of the channel-fill deposit (unpublished; pers.
comm. Dr D. Teunissen).
110 Havinga 1969 and Van der Voort 1973.
111 Datings further to the west in De Jong/Zagwijn 1974.
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Fig. 16 The location of borings for €14 samples in relation to
the reconstructed landscape during the Roman Period : 1-7 see
fig. 13; 8 location of boring. Scale 1:250,000.
and finds of late-Neolithic (Vlaardingen) pottery at site
316.
Somewhat younger than these oldest stream-ridges is
the rejuvenated large stream-ridge through the Overbe-
tuwe (Herveld-Zetten-Randwijk), with many traces of
Bronze Age occupation. It seems to be a continuation of
the ridge from Haalderen to Elst (fig. 16, no. 9). It is
possible that the stream-ridge from Millingen to Leuth
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belongs to the same period, but it might just as well be
younger. In that case, it could belong to the stream-ridge
from Boerenhoek (c. 195/345) over Bredelaar and Elst to
Driel, where the oldest traces of habitation date to the
Early-Iron Age. The channel on this ridge can be as-
sumed to have remained open during the entire Roman
Period, as is indicated by the Ci4- and pollen-analysis
which are in agreement here.
The stream-ridge from Ooij to Nijmegen, which pre-
sumably cut off the ridge from Millingen to Leuth,
could be the immediate predecessor of the Roman Waal.
The CH date (fig. 16, no. 18) indicates that the channel
started to fill up before the 2nd century AD. The period
in which the river was active here must have been rather
short, possibly only a few centuries between the end of
the activity of the Millingen-Leuth branch and the be-
ginning of the Roman Waal which followed approxi-
mately the same course as the present-day river.
This may be an explanation for the total lack of Roman
finds from this stream-ridge. It is covered by thick de-
posits of basin-clay which may have prevented the dis-
covery of finds. Such a thick cover of basin-clay over a
stream-ridge is rather unusual. It implies that the ridge
is not very well developed, which is understandable if it
were formed over a relatively short period. It is, of
course, also possible that the natural levees were not
very suitable for habitation. Pons indicates extremely
clayey channel zone deposits in this area and the only an-
cient settlement soils discovered so far are medieval set-
tlements.112
In principle, it is possible to reconstruct the pre-Roman
stream-systems in more detail. This is not attempted
here, because the number of available Ci4 dates is not
large enough, and also because important geological and
palynological information will be published in the near
future.113 There is, however, one recently published
study on the geological development of the eastern river
area during the Holocene which deals with the same
issue.114 The authors have introduced a chronostrati-
graphical classification of various deposits belonging to
the Betuwe Formation. They distinguish the deposits of
Ressen and Gendt, which are synchronized with the de-
posits of Gorkum and Tiel in the perimarine area115 and
the marine deposits of Calais and Duinkerke. The criter-
ia for the division of the Ressen and Gendt deposits are
varied. They range from lithological properties (grain-
size, calcium content) to geomorphological and archaeo-
logical aspects. On the basis of this division, the authors
arrive at a reconstruction of the chronology of the Holo-
cene fluvial systems in the eastern river area.
Although their study contains many stimulating ideas,
further use of its conclusions has to await detailed scru-
tiny from the point of view of the various geo-sciences.
This cannot be done here,116 but a few general criticisms
indicate that the interpretations of Harbers and Mulder
should be treated with caution.
At a practical level, the fact that their data depend on soil
surveys implies that most of the borings are only 1.20 m
deep, which is not always adequate for the purposes of
their research. An overall depth of at least 2 m seems to
be an acceptable minimum.117 At a theoretical level, at
least two of the authors' basic assumptions are question-
able. First, the synchronization of the deposits with
those in the perimarine and coastal areas is not a
straightforward but a highly complex matter. As Be-
rendsen demonstrated,118 the stratigraphy of the Holo-
cene deposits in the river area has only a local signifi-
cance. Second, it is a dubious procedure to distinguish
Holocene fluvial deposits lithologically. A similar or
identical lithological composition of particular channel
zone deposits does not necessarily mean that these de-
posits date from the same period. To the contrary, the
presence of chronologically significant and recognizable
lithological differences in channel deposits has been ex-
plicitly denied by other investigations.119 Therefore, the
chronostratigraphical division in Ressen and Gendt de-
posits can only be considered valid where it is based on
chronostatigraphical criteria, such as archaeological,
pollenanalytical, and Ci4 datings, or on (related) litho-
logical differences, such as a covering layer of basin-clay
112 See Pons 1951 (soil map) and Pons/Modderman 1951.
113 This includes sheets 390 and 40W of the geological map
(Drs A. Verbraeck), the geological development of part of the
Betuwe (Dr A. J. Havinga) and several pollen diagrams by Dr
D. Teunissen.
114 Harbers/Mulder 1981.
115 See e.g. Verbraeck 1970; Zagwijn/Van Staalduinen 1975,
47-8.
116 This discussion has only just started, with a first review
by Van der Schrier (1982).
117 See e.g. Havinga 1969, 6, Van der Voort 1973, 5, and
Berendsen 1982, 17.
118 Berendsen 1982, chapter 4.
119 See e.g. Verbraeck 1970, 79 and Berendsen 1982, 68 (sub
4).
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over channel deposits. Nevertheless, Harbers and Mul-
der's distinctions do also follow older distinctions made
by authoritative soil-scientists120 and cannot be consid-
ered entirely irrelevant.
3.3.3 The Rivers
The Rhine (Rhenus)
A discussion of the course of the Rhine during the Ro-
man Period is necessarily a mixture of geological, ar-
chaeological, and also historical arguments. In the classi-
cal literature, there are four well-known references to in-
terference with the river system. Suetonius (Claudius I,
2) mentions the construction of canals as branches of the
Rhine (to the north) by the army under Drusus in 12 BC.
According to Tacitus (Ann. II, 8), there was only one ca-
nal, which was used again by the army of Germanicus
(AD 15-16) to sail north. The same writer (Ann. XIII,
53) also refers to a dam (agger) which was constructed by
Drusus' troops 'to control the Rhine' and which was
completed in AD 55 by the army under Paulinus Pom-
peius. He describes what is presumably the same con-
struction, but this time called moles, in another work
(Hist. V, 19), because it was destroyed at the orders of
Civilis (September AD 70) with the consequence that 'by
demolishing the barriers that checked it, he let the Rhine
pour in full flow into Gaul along an unencumbered
channel. Thus the Rhine was virtually drawn off, and
the shallow channel that was left between the island and
Germany made the lands seem uninterrupted'.121
The first two statements, and the way in which they are
probably related to the last two, will be dealt with below
in a discussion of the IJssel. These last two references
are important, because they mention a moles or agger
which can only have had one function, namely to divert
more water to the Rhine which would otherwise have
flown into the Waal. As has long been recognized, the
moles/agger must therefore have been situated at the fork
of Rhine and Waal. The discovery, in 1938, of a tomb-
stone of the soldier M(arcus) Mallius (fig. 17) at site 182,
has led to a more or less precise localization of the moles.
The inscription mentions that the deceased Carvio ad
molem sepultus est, lies buried in Carvium, at the mole.
The tombstone itself was found between the later eroded
and washed-down remains of the fort Carvium, at a
depth of some i o to 12 m. It has been dated to before AD
120 See e.g. Pons 1957,48-9 for an example.
Fig. 17 The famous tombstone from Herwen-De Bijland
(site 182); its findspot indicates the approximate location of the
moles. The text should be read (cf. ER III, 231-2 and Jongkees
1959) as follows: M(arcus) MALLIVS . M(arci) F(ilius) GALER
(ia tribu) GENVA / MILE(S) LEG(ionis) i (centuriae) RVSONIS /
ANNo(rum) xxxv STiP(endiorum) xvi / CARVIO AD MOLEM /
SEPVLTVS EST EX TïST(amento) / HEREDES DVO F(aciendum)
C(uraverunt) : 'Marcus Mallius, son of Marcus, of the tribus
Galeria, from Genua, soldier of the ist legion, of the centuria
of Ruso, aged 35, of 16 years' service, lies buried in Carvium at
the mole. According to his will, his two heirs had this set up.'
(Photo Gemeentemuseum Arnhem).
50, although other finds from this site indicate occupa-
tion from AD 70 onwards. It presumably belonged to the
cemetery of an as yet unknown early camp (the hypo-
thetical site 183), which may have existed from Drusus'
121 Translation by C.H. Moore, Loeb Classical Library no.
249,1979-
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times onwards until AD 70.122 This camp may have been
located close to the actual fork, but it is very unlikely
that the cemetery and certainly not the permanent limes-
fort of the Middle-Roman Period were also located
there. A higher, drier, and more stable location some-
what downstream ought to have been preferred, and the
fork of Rhine and Waal can therefore be situated some-
where in the neighbourhood of the present-day village of
Tolkamer or even a little further south.
When the geological situation is taken into account, it is
also evident that the moles is not likely to have been situ-
ated at site 182. The Roman Waal must have passed at
almost the same spot as the present Bijlandsch Kanaal,
through the two-kilometres-wide space between the pre-
Roman channel deposits south of Millingen aan de Rijn,
and the flood-basin deposits north of Pannerden. The
Roman Rhine can only have passed to the east of these
flood-basin deposits and west of the Pleistocene cov-
ersands, also a space of around two kilometres. Site 182
is located almost in the middle, but so far north that a
fork there would be almost T-shaped and so unnatural
that it would have been difficult to maintain.
As far as the Roman construction at the fork is concern-
ed, the fact that two different words were used by Taci-
tus may be completely accidental and insignificant. Nev-
ertheless, a moles often is a structure built out into the
water and should be translated as groyne or jetty (strek-
dam, schephoofd, krib), while an agger is built on land and
normally translatable as dam or dike.123 This has often
led to the assumption that Drusus built a jetty as well as
a dike, although this is not very likely. It is not improba-
ble that the technical means available in 12 BC, although
in our area they certainly did not include stones for con-
struction purposes, allowed the construction of a groyne
which actually functioned in the desired way. The first
moles and jetties from the Velsen harbour124 show that it
may not have been impossible. The presence of a dike is,
however, harder to believe, especially because it is sup-
posed to have been built to keep the water in the Rhine.
The natural levees were quite sufficient for that during
the summer, and in the winter and spring there was
enough water anyway. Besides, the construction of many
kilometres of dikes presupposes too much, if not about
technical capabilities and available manpower then at
least about availability of materials and knowledge of the
area and the fluvial system.
An alternative interpretation of the construction is to
view it as a dam or series of dams at the fork across the
high-water bed of the Waal, leaving open only the entire,
or part of its, main channel. During times of high water,
such a construction would be described as a moles, while
in the summer it would be an agger. If the construction
is interpreted this way, its completion under Paulinus
Pompeius in AD 55 also makes sense. Although Tacitus
states that the work was undertaken to give the troops
something to do, it has to be realized that the situation in
AD 55 was completely different from that in 12 BC. Dru-
sus ordered the construction of the dam because it was
necessary for his offensive campaign. Paulinus, howev-
er, faced a completely different situation. In AD 55, the
limes had been fixed at the Rhine, and work on the neces-
sary supporting infrastructure had already begun. A vi-
tal element therein was the military /imes-road along the
Rhine, which had to cross the Waal. The agger built
under Paulinus should therefore be seen as part of this
limes-mad, because the dam, interrupted by a bridge or
ferry, would provide a safe Waal-crossing during all sea-
sons, as well as a continuation of the diversion of extra
water to the Rhine. When seen in this way, Paulinus' ini-
tiative becomes a very useful, and from a military point
of view even essential, enterprise. For the same reason,
and although this has not been recorded in the surviving
sources, it can also be taken for granted that the damage
done by Civilis was repaired again very soon after AD 70.
The fork of Rhine and Waal, and Drusus' dam, can thus
be situated somewhere in the neighbourhood of Tol-
kamer, and it is not likely to be a coincidence that this is
approximately midway between the probable location of
the fort Harenatium (site 450) at the undivided Rhine,
and the fort Carvium (site 182) at the Lower Rhine. The
course of the latter through the area of the Liemers is
partly the same as that of the so-called 'Oude Rijn' be-
tween Herwen and Babberich, but from approximately
square 198/436 onwards it was situated more to the
north. The remains of the probable fort at site 194,
which were also washed down in post-Roman times, in-
dicate its original location which can only have been on
the southern levee of the Lower Rhine. From there, the
122 Cf. Bogaers in Bogaers/Rüger 1974,9°-
123 See e.g. Sprey 1953,99-100, but especially Von Petriko-
vits 1983,216-7 and 220-2.
124 Morel/DeWeerdi98o.
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Fig. 18 The site of the Roman fort in Meiners-
wijk: situation of the ancient settlement soil and
sections (borings by the RGD, Drs A. Verbraeck
and J. van der Staay). The borings used for Ci4-
anaysis are indicated separately: l artificially
raised soil, 2 channel-fill, bank, and flood-basin
deposits (clay and sandy clay), 3 ancient settle-
ment soil, 4 channel zone - flood-basin deposits
(clay, sandy clay, and fine sand), 5 channel depos-
its (sand and gravel), 6 peat, 7 flood-basin depos-
its (clay), 8 late-Pleistocene or early-Holocene
fluvial deposits (coase sand and gravel), 9 washed-
down sherds and brick.
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river continued its course in a northwestern direction to-
wards Meinerswijk, sites 130-135 (see Appendix 3) also
being located on its southern levee.
As indicated on figs. 15 and 16, there are several CH
datings available in Meinerswijk and Eiden. The loca-
tion and stratigraphical position of nos. 13 and 14 is pre-
sented in more detail on fig. 18, which also indicates the
extent of the southern part of site 126.125 Site 126 is lo-
cated north of a fossil channel. It is evident from the pro-
files that it was situated at the high, convex bank on the
inside of a meander-curve. This curve cannot have been
part of the Rhine channel during the Roman Period, be-
cause that would imply that the fort at site 126 was locat-
ed north of the river which, apart from being totally un-
precedented, would be very disadventageous from a mil-
itary point of view. The obvious interpretation of the ge-
ological situation is, therefore, that the fort was located
on the inside of a pre-Roman meander-curve, which had
been cut off and provided a high and protected site very
close to the Roman channel.
The meander-curve did not silt up for a long time after
it was cut off, and may have been used as a natural de-
fence and/or harbour. The site itself, which was repeat-
edly flooded during the earlier part of its occupation,
was artificially raised126 and eventually extended over
part of the fossil channel (see fig. 18, profile AB). The
GrN-dating 10607(1350 ± 30 BP) provides a terminus
post quern for this process which must, therefore, have
taken place during but more probably after the yth cen-
tury AD.127 It is meaningless as a terminus ante quern for
the Rhine channel involved.
The datings in profile CD are very important, because
they give a clear picture of the chronology of river de-
posits in this area. The material for GrN-io6o6 was tak-
en from the base of the lowest organic deposit, that for
GrN-10605 fr°m the top of the highest, directly under-
neath the first sediments from the river. Both datings
could be too old because of a high calcium-content, but
the outcome of dating 10605, 2675 ± 30 BP, suggests
that this effect may not have been very important. It in-
dicates that the Lower Rhine started depositing sedi-
ments here after approximately the second half of the
8th century BC.128 In archaeological terms, this branch of
the Rhine can therefore be said to have developed during
the Early-Iron Age, a fact that agrees well with the ab-
sence of any traces of occupation on the natural levees
dating to before the Late-Iron Age. It is acceptable that
it took several centuries before the natural levees were
permanently habitable.
The distance between the samples for the datings GrN-
10606 and 10605 is only 56cm and the trajectory in the
boring consists largely of organic material with some ba-
sin clay in between. The difference in dating is, howev-
er, in the order of magnitude of five millennia. There is
no indication that anything should be seriously wrong
with GrN-10606 (7300 ± 40 BP), and the conclusion
must therefore be that for a very long period before the
8th century BC, no river was present in this area. The
thin deposit of basin clay between the two samples can
presumably be regarded as a deposit of the chronologi-
cally preceding branch of the Rhine between Elst and
Driel, which was already inhabited during the Early-
Iron Age.
From what has been said so far, it is perfectly clear that
the reconstructions of Harbers and Mulder for this
area129 cannot possibly be correct. From Meinerswijk to
Driel, the Lower Rhine must have followed the same
course from its origin to the present day. A radiocarbon
dating in the flood basin at Elderveld (fig. 16, 12) pro-
vided a terminus post quern for the channel zone deposits
at that spot of 1585 ± 50 BP. This is considerably later
than the comparable dating in Meinerswijk, which is
probably due to the fact that the actual channel was for
a long time located close to the ice-pushed ridge in Oos-
125 The area to the north is covered by a brick-factory and
cannot be investigated.
126 See Willems 19802 for a provisional report on the results
of the excavation.
r27 This matter will be returned to in chapter 9, devoted to
the excavation at site 126. The datings, as well as small sherds
from the borings, confirm a continued occupation of the site
into the Early-Middle Ages. They also imply that profile AB is
somewhat misleading: there should be a stratigraphical differ-
entiation between Roman and post-Roman layers in and under
the settlement soil, which cannot be detected by geological
borings.
128 This is, however, only the dating in conventional Ci4
years. The real date may be later, because of the calcium con-
tent, as well as older, because calibration-curves for this period
indicate real ages which are a century older, or even more (see
e.g. Mook 1978, fig. 2).
129 Harbers;Mulder 1981, figs. 4, 5, and 6. See also below,
pp. 57-8.
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terbeek, in the northern part of the Rosande Polder.130
This is further supported by the location of site 126 and
the (eroded) site 23.
In conclusion, it can be said that the entire branch of the
Lower Rhine between approximately the Loowaard (site
194) and Drie] was formed and gradually became more
important during the Iron Age, and was therefore cho-
sen as a frontier in the Roman Period. Somewhere in the
area of the Loowaard or Pannerdensche Waard it
branched off the previous main course, which it rejoined
near Driel, forced by the barrier of the ice-pushed ridge.
This does not imply, however, that this previous course
was no longer active. The pollen analysis of the channel-
fill deposits,131 at one point of the trajectory confirmed
by a €14 date (fig. 16, 11), indicates that the fossil chan-
nel between Elst and Driel started to silt up only after
the Roman Period, in the 6th or 7th centuries AD. The
course of this branch to the southeast of Elst is, however,
unknown. The course indicated on fig. 13 is nothing but
a guess, for lack of alternatives: at the present state of the
evidence it is the only available continuous fossil channel
which is not ruled out by pollenanalytical or Ci4 data,
such as those in Ressen and Baal (fig. 16, 8 and 9). It is,
however, altogether possible that one or both of these
datings will prove to be too old (as did nos. 7 and to) or
that one of the other stream-ridges in the area between
Angeren, Bemmel, and Gendt was still an active stream
in the Roman Period.
In view of the importance of Elst, the possibility that one
or more 132 channels were kept open artificially should
not be ruled out. Some of them are part of the natural
drainage pattern of the Overbetuwe even today,133 and
certainly during the Roman Period some channels may
have been kept open with relatively little effort if the
process was not entirely natural. In fact, this possibility
is the only positive argument for the reconstruction on
fig. 13. A waterway along the axis Nijmegen-Elst-Driel
would provide means for easy transportation and a very
considerable short cut of a route over water from Nijme-
gen to the settlements on the Lower Rhine.134
The course of the Rhine from Driel to the west was ap-
proximately the same as that of the pre-Roman branches
and, of course, of later periods until the present day.
Only beyond the Grebbenberg (169/440), where the ice-
pushed ridge of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug turns to the
north, could different stream-ridges develop again. The
post-Roman meander-belt of the Rhine does, however,
widen from Driel onwards, constricted only by the ice-
pushed ridges. It is less than i km wide at the Drielsche
Veer, and over 3 km at the western boundary of the map.
This is undoubtedly due to the presence of earlier sandy
river deposits in which the river-bed could change its
course easily, and has probably led to, for example, the
erosion efforts near Randwijk (i8b) and Resteren (37).
The IJssel (Fossa Drusiana)
The course of the IJssel in the area of the map is not a
problem. From the point where it leaves the Rhine, it
flows towards Doesburg and joins the Oude IJssel which
is a functioning river ever since the Pleistocene135 when
it was a, during some periods even the, major Rhine
branch. The channel widens to the northeast, because of
the Pleistocene sands there. The problem with the IJssel
between Westervoort and Doesburg is the time of its ori-
gin. Apart from the geological point of view, which sim-
ply states that it originated in the Subatlantic (after c.
900 BC), 136 there are currently three hypotheses on this
subject.
The first claims that the IJssel already existed from the
Late-Subboreal onwards, albeit at first as a rather small
130 A dating of a fossil channel there (the deposits are not
Pleistocene, as indicated by Harbers/Mulder 1981, Eg. 8, but
regular Holocene river deposits) will be attempted in the near
future. Essentially, the difference between the radiocarbon
datings Eiden and Meinerswijk I/i is that between a 'type d'
and 'type c' dating (see fig. 14), which is also visible in the con-
siderable difference in the depth below surface of both samples
(see fig. 15, fifth column).
131 I thank Dr Teunissen for his permission to use these un-
published data. The diagram is included in a doctoral paper by
T. Kortbeek and P. van Rooy.
132 The branch from Elst over Lijnden and Homoet to He-
teren is a second possibility (see p. 49, note 109), although it
has not been indicated on fig. 16.
133 See for example fig. 8. Today, the artificial Linge chan-
nel is of primary importance for the drainage of the Over-
betuwe (Egberts 1950,63). It was dug during the Middle Ages
(Hoi 1957,46 ff).
134 If this is true, it would be an early predecessor of the
Grift, a canal from Nijmegen (through Gendt, Elst, and Eiden)
to Arnhem, that existed in AD 1571 and was used until AD 1740
(Hoi 1957, 64-5).
135 See e.g. Van de Meene/Zagwijn 1978, Abb. 2.
136 Van de Meene 1977,62.
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GIL Fig. 19 Early-Roman military camps in a generalized geolog-ical context : I coastal dunes, 2 marine-clay deposits and peat,3 Holocene fluvial deposits, 4 Pleistocene deposits, 5 certain
and probable camps.
branch. The second relates the origin of the IJssel to the
activities of Drusus' troops, while the third argues for a
post-Roman dating. As is already evident from the pre-
ceding paragraphs and fig. 13, the second hypothesis is
preferred here. There are several arguments for this
preference, and for the rejection of the other hypotheses.
The first, which was introduced by Harbers and
Mulder,137 is based on doubtful assumptions. Pre-Ro-
man IJssel deposits belonging to the phases Gendt O (c.
1500-1000 BC) and Gendt I (c. 600-100 BC) are identi-
fied solely by their structure and composition, which are
considered to be typical for those periods. Although the
IJssel is supposed to have been of minor importance in
its earlier phases,"8 the indicated deposits of the Gendt
I phase139 contradict this. For the - in this view - upper
course of the IJssel between the Pannerdensche Waard
and Meinerswijk, this is no problem because, as shown
above, this was actually a branch of the Rhine which did
indeed originate at least approximately during the pe-
riod covered by their Gendt I phase. Both the Ci4 and
archaeological evidence support that. For the rest of the
supposed course of the IJssel, which turns eastward
again from Meinerswijk to Westervoort, the other evi-
dence contradicts a pre-Roman dating, as will be shown
below.
The reconstruction of a 'Drusus' canal between Mei-
nerswijk and Driel, which became necessary because of
the sharp curve eastwards of the 'IJssel', cannot be cor-
rect either.140 First, as is shown by the profiles on fig. 18,
site 126 is located on the convex side of a meander-curve
and the interpretation of its situation on the concave
bank of the 'IJssel' is not correct. Second, the fact that
the fort would be north of the Rhine does not just 'seem
to be rather unfavourable' as was noted by Harbers and
137
138
Harbers/Mulder 1981.
Op. cit., 408-9.
139
140
Op. cit., Eg. 5.
Of. cit., figs. 5-7, but see especially fig. 6.
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Mulder. It was, and even very much so. No military
commander in his right mind would ever build a frontier
fort with the river at its rear and it is no coincidence that
there is not a single example for such a situation in the
entire Roman empire.
To attribute the origin of the IJssel to the activity of
Drusus' troops, and thus to a historical event, will be im-
possible to prove conclusively, unless an inscription
commemorating the event is discovered in the surround-
ings of Westervoort. Nevertheless, there are a number of
circumstances which do support this hypothesis which is
by no means a new one.141
The entire hypothesis is, of course, based upon the ref-
erences by Suetonius and Tacitus mentioned above (p.
52). The works of Drusus included the agger'moles and
one (Tacitus, Ann. II, 8: fossa Drusiana) or more (Sue-
tonius, Claudius I, 2: fossae Drusinae) canals. In these
references, there is no direct connection between these
works. Nevertheless, as already noticed by Ramaer,142
such a connection is almost inevitable. The function of
the agger/moles is indisputable: it had to divert more wat-
er to the Rhine. The context of its construction is also
very clear: it was ordered by Drusus because it was ap-
parently necessary for his plans, which included the cre-
ation of a navigable route north, to Lake Flevo and from
there to the German coast. There cannot be much doubt
concerning the relation between the two. The agger/mo-
les was necessary to reach the fossa(e), or to enable it/
them to function, or both.
From a geological point of view, there are several possi-
ble locations for a Drusian fosse, but especially the
(Utrechtse) Vecht and the upper course of the IJssel (see
fig. 19). The identification of the Vecht with the Fossa
Drusiana is primarily inspired by the early-Roman camp
and harbour of Vechten-Fectio,143 located a few kilo-
metres from the Rhine-Vecht fork. Before the discovery
of site 126, this was a very strong argument, because an
early-Roman camp near the Rhine-IJssel fork was lack-
ing. Nevertheless, several authors continued to reject it,
because the relation between the Drusus works would be
lost. The additional water provided by the agger/moles
would have no noticeable effect on the Vecht, which
leaves the Rhine at well over 90 km from the location of
the dam. This argument, however, may not be entirely
correct because the extra water may only have been nec-
essary to reach the Vecht, not to allow it to function.
This is because the Vecht may to some extent have an in-
dependent source of water, provided by drainage water
from the ice-pushed ridges (Utrechtse Heuvelrug) and
the large peat area at its foot.
New evidence on the geology of the Vecht has recently
been provided by Berendsen.144 He showed that the ori-
gin of the river can be dated to the second part of the 5th
millennium BP and that it was an important branch from
3700 BP to between 1700 and 750 BP in conventional Ci4
years. Thus, the river did not need to be created because
it already existed, and 'canalization' is not very likely:
fewer windings would have made little difference and
the draught of Roman river-boats is known to have been
shallow.145
With the additional argument of the location of Fectio
and Velsen (Flevum??) it can be taken for granted that
the Vecht was available and indeed used as a water-
way.146 It is possible to conclude, therefore, that the mo-
les was only intended to provide the necessary water to
reach the Vecht during the summer. This, however, pre-
supposes additional works to prevent that water from
draining into other branches before reaching the
Vecht147 and does not necessitate digging a fosse, unless
there was indeed no natural connection between the
Vecht/Oer-IJ and the Flevo lake.
Although these possibilities cannot be disregarded, they
are difficult to relate to the reported waterworks. It is
more likely that a convenient connection with Lake Fle-
vo existed and the location of Fectio indicates that it was
used as such. But even if this is accepted, the apparent
need for the Drusus works remains unexplained.
It is possible that Suetonius' phrasing is correct in that
there were indeed two routes north,148 so that a usable
connection over water was ensured at all times. The cre-
141 For an overview of the literature pro and contra, and the
eminent scholars involved, see Teunissen 19803, 324—5 and,
more extensively, Teunissen igSob, 9-15.
142 Ramaer 1928.
143 See Bogaers, in Bogaers/Rüger 1974, 62-5.
144 Berendsen 1982, 169 and 188-91, fig. 8.10-8.16.
145 Often not more than c. socm. See also De Weerd 1978,
20 with further references.
146 Velsen could be reached by sailing from the Vecht into
the so-called Oer-IJ. It is possible that fig. 19 is not correct in
the sense that in Drusus' time the Vecht was not connected to
the Flevo-lake but only to the Oer-IJ.
147 Especially important is the L I4/K i branch (the Lek) in-
dicated by Berendsen 1982, figs. 8.14 and 8.15.
148 As mentioned e.g. by Wells (1972,115-6), the use of the
plural in itself is not at all significant.
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ation of a second route makes sense in view of the tactical
and logistic demands resulting from the gigantic scale of
the operations of Drusus and Germanicus, who used the
Betuwe as an assembly area (Bereitstellungsraum) for
their troops. In any case, the largest and presumably also
the majority of early military camps are in the eastern
part of the Dutch river area: Nijmegen (403?, 412, 417),
Meinerswijk (126), somewhere near the Rhine/Waal
fork (183), and probably Driel (117). From the east, the
shortest and most advantageous line north would defini-
tely have been along the IJssel. The construction of the
moles, in combination with a cut through the natural le-
vee of the Lower Rhine near Westervoort, would pro-
vide that connection.
This line of reasoning provides a good motive for an arti-
ficially created Fossa Drusiana in the east. It also elimi-
nates the difficulties arising from the assumption that
the additional water was directly necessary for the Vecht
route and accounts for the observed concentration of
troops in the east.149 It is not, however, incontrovertible
evidence. Therefore, the origin of the IJssel as the Dru-
sus canal needs to be supported by more direct argu-
ments than those mentioned so far.
It should be realized that the very nature and also the
time of origin of the IJssel make it difficult to provide
those arguments. The river is not only located beyond
the limes but material evidence for occupation on its nat-
ural levees should be obtainable to the same degree as in
the rest of the river area. This means that it should be
material from the Middle-Roman Period, which is the
most abundant. Precisely during this period, however, it
is not very likely that the IJssel had already developed
natural levees suitable for dense habitation. During the
Late-Roman Period and Early-Middle Ages, when this
may have been possible, both the number of sites in gen-
eral and datable material are far fewer. Also, Ci4 and
pollen analysis of samples from fossil channels will not
provide significant termini ante quern, unless by sheer
luck a very early channel is found, one which was also
rapidly cut off again.
149 Even though many questions about the nature and true
extent of the camps in Nijmegen (see Bloemers a.o. 1979,
chapter IA, IB, and 1C) are still unanswered, and it is possible
to reject the evidence for sites 117 and 183 as early camps, the
archaeological data from Nijmegen alone are sufficient proof of
such a concentration.
150 See above, p. 20.
151 Janssen 1844,225-7.
152 Janssen indicates that it was left (= north) of the old
At a practical level, there is an additional disadvantage in
this area, because archaeological activities in the Lie-
mers after World War II have been minimal.150 The in-
tensive collecting of finds by amateur archaeologists,
which took place in the Betuwe and the Land van Maas
en Waal, did not occur in the Liemers.
Notwithstanding the many unfavourable circumstances,
there are still a number of Roman finds along the IJssel.
The reports on these finds are usually old and rather
vague, or with doubtful find-circumstances. Neverthe-
less, they are not without value. Particularly interesting
is Janssen's account of his discovery of what is un-
mistakably an ancient settlement soil in Westervoort at a
place called Dalems boomgaard (Dalems orchard), con-
taining finds datable to the Roman Period.151 Janssen is
the primary source for this report; he checked the situa-
tion himself, and, because his reports on similar sites in
the Betuwe have proved to be accurate, there is no rea-
son whatsoever to doubt his conclusions in this case.
The site has not been included in the catalogue only be-
cause it could not be located precisely.152
Another reference given by Janssen, relating to seven
wooden wells and Roman coins discovered in IJsseloord
(on the other side of the IJssel opposite Westervoort)
cannot be considered reliable.153 Janssen is only a sec-
ondary source in this case, and the finds were made in
the second half of the i8th century. The dating of the
finds is therefore unconfirmed and doubtful, the precise
location unknown. There are various similar reports or
rumours of possible Roman finds along the IJssel or of
Roman finds, possibly found along the IJssel.154 Except
for contributing to a general feeling that there may be
some truth in those which are not controllably wrong,
they are not very useful for our purposes.
The only other possible settlement-site worth noting is
the findspot of some Roman material at the Grote en
kleine Dark, mentioned by Pleyte.155 Because it could be
located precisely, it has been included in the catalogue as
site 32. The finds are, however, rather extraordinary.
Attempts to get more information on this findspot have
road from Arnhem to Germany. It is probably in the centre of
present-day Westervoort.
153 Janssen 1844, 227-8.
154 See e.g. Zadoks-Josephus Jitta 1961 (a medal of Trebon-
ianus Gallus). The references by Wells 1972, 115, note 3, are
based on a misreading of Ramaer; although they remind us of
the IJsseloord finds, this refers to 'finds' from elsewhere.
155 Pleyte 1887-1903,37-9 (Gelderland).
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failed, because the site no longer exists due to gravel-
dredging operations.156
Although the evidence of early occupation along the I Js-
sel is not overwhelming, which is in accordance with ex-
pectations, at least the sites at Dalems boomgaard and
Grote en kleine Durk are indications which cannot be ig-
nored. Even more significant are the stray finds from site
199 in the Lathumse Waard. These are nine weights
manufactured from Roman tegulae, found in 1971 as a
result of suction-dredging for sand.ls7 Comparable finds
are discussed in paragraph 6.6.4. Their interpretation as
net-sinkers or, to be completely on the safe side, as fish-
ing-implements is beyond doubt. Their dating as Ro-
man is not unquestionable, but especially weights made
of secondarily used brick are very unlikely to be post-
Roman, as shown by many finds from other sites.
They are therefore considered here an important indica-
tion that the river was used for fishing, and thus existed,
during the Roman Period. A small stretch of the fossil
channel from which the finds may have originated still
exists.158 Although a €14 or pollen analysis of the chan-
nel-fill deposit is not likely to be very informative,159
there are two datings of peat directly underneath the
channel deposits in the same area (fig. 16, 15 and 16).
These provide a terminus post quern for the beginning of
the sedimentation.
Lathum I, a sample that was taken close (c. 600 m) to the
river, turned out to be 2000 ± 65 BP; Lathum II, which
was taken further into the flood-basin(c. 2 km from the
river), yielded a date of 1720 ± 25 BP. On the basis of
these datings, it is possible to conclude that sedimenta-
tion by the IJssel started around 2000 BP and that its in-
fluence had already extended far into the flood-basin in
the 3rd century.160 If the IJssel was artificially created by
Drusus' troops, a better result is hardly imaginable.
Nevertheless, the interpretation of the datings is not un-
disputed. The geologists who submitted both samples
agree that the dated peat is definitly not eroded and that
its stratigraphical position indicates that it was indeed
the last peat growing in the flood basin before the first
sediments were deposited there by the IJssel.161 Poel-
man, however, attaches great importance to the nature of
the top of the peat-layer which is dark, weathered, and
mixed with clay (veraard) and concludes that there must
therefore have been a considerable hiatus in the form of
a dry period between the last peat-growth and the first
deposition of clay.162 This allows him to conclude that
the origin of the IJssel should be dated to post-Roman
times, preferably the period after AD 500.
This, however, is contradicted by the palynological evi-
dence from the Lathumse Broek which indicates no such
hiatus. Moreover, the fluctuations in that pollen dia-
gram conform to the characteristic fluctuations else-
where in the eastern river area163 and the chronological
significance of these fluctuations has been checked by
other Ci4-datings in addition to GrN-7525.164 There is
no reason to accept the alterations in the chronological
interpretation as proposed by Poelman,165 but this does
not invalidate his dry period 'hiatus'.
Teunissen166 explains the dark upper part of the peat in
a different way, namely, as the result of increased biolog-
ical activity, due to an increased supply of nutrients in
the soil (eutrophication) by the first deposits of clay.
This is a reasonable alternative to Poelman's view, but
even if the 'dry' explanation is true,167 there is still no in-
dication of the period of time involved. The dry hiatus
may have been due to an amelioration of the drainage of
the flood-basin after the origin of the IJssel (which, by
the way, may have followed an already somewhat im-
proved drainage by the Rhine branch from the Loo-
waard to Meinerswijk several centuries earlier). The fact
that the dark peat-layer increases in thickness further
away from the river1*8 is in agreement with such a view.
In conclusion, it can be said that the origin of the IJssel
156 The large dredging-lake, which is still visible on topo-
graphic maps of the 19605, has now been filled in again.
157 These are in the Gemeentemuseum Arnhem, collection
of the Gelderse Archeologische Stichting, nos. 1971-12-194
to 202. They are identical to weights from Wijchen (fig. 53, I-
5).
158 STIBOKA 1975, sheet 40 W, Arnhem, from 198.4/444.9 to
198.9/444.7.
159 It should, and hopefully will, be done anyway in the near
future, because it is the only case where a dating within the Ro-
man Period is at least possible.
160 Ci4 and real ages do not differ very much in this period,
see Mook 1978, fig. 2.
161 Poelman 19813,21; Teunissen igSob, 33.
162 Poelman 19813,198ib.
163 Teunissen igSob.
164 See Teunissen 1982, fig. 11.
165 Poelman 19810,173-4.
166 Teunissen 1981, 168.
167 These are thus indeed two possible explanations as Poel-
man so pointedly observed (igSib, 175).
168 Poelman 1981 b, 174.
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as Fossa Drusiana cannot as yet be considered proven
beyond doubt. The need for a fosse at this spot can be
argued, but that does not constitute definite evidence for
its existence. More direct evidence is available, but it is
not incontrovertible. Proof of Roman Period habitation
on the natural levees, which is slight as was to be expect-
ed, has to rely on older evidence. Use of the river (for
fishing) is based on artifacts whose dating to the Roman
Period has been shown but which is not absolute and can
(and thus predictably will) be disregarded, even if it
were only in this particular case. The interpretation of
Ci4 and pollen-analytical data is apparently open to dis-
pute and even the presence of Roman troops close to the
bifurcation (site 126, probably 117, and maybe even 194)
has already been rejected as evidence. The arguments
were faulty,169 but nevertheless, the presence of one or
more camps is only circumstantial, not direct evidence.
These arguments or considerations indicate that an
identification of the upper course of the IJssel with the
Fossa Drusiana is not completely certain. There are,
however, so many basically different but mutually sup-
porting pieces of evidence that the connection of a his-
torical to a geological event, in itself a difficult feat, need
not be rejected. On the contrary, the available evidence
is highly significant and, short of the find of a commem-
orative inscription or a sunken barge in a fossil chan-
nel,170 the best that was to be expected, although it needs
further support.
The arguments for rejecting a post-Roman dating of the
IJssel have already been largely incorporated in the fore-
going discussion. It is useful, however, to point to a few
other arguments in this respect. In his study of the
Liemers area and the IJssel deposits, Pons171 concluded
that in the large flood-basin between Driel, Doesburg,
and Zevenaar, new branches (part of the Rhine and the
IJssel) were formed at the beginning of the Roman Peri-
od. There are many geomorphological and lithological
similarities between these branches,172 but the Rhine
branch is definitely — although relatively shortly - pre-
Roman, as shown above. His conclusion that both
branches were initially of limited importance and com-
paratively young holds good. It is also confirmed by Van
der Schrier and Ente,"3 who have shown that sedimen-
tation of the IJssel at its lower course became important
only in the I2th century, according to Ente because of
floods and the construction of dikes, as well as a better
connection between the Almere (the medieval enlarged
successor of the Flevo lake) and the North Sea. Al-
though an earlier existence of the IJssel is recognized, it
is dated to the 8th century at the earliest, mainly on his-
torical and climatological grounds. Use of the latter
does, however, present problems,174 while the former
only gives a terminus ante quern which is very crude in-
deed. Ente indicates that while, in his opinion, the origin
of the IJssel is post-Roman it is not precisely datable
and, even more importantly, that the origin of the upper
course of the IJssel did not lead to recognizable changes
below Doesburg and in the formation of the IJssel delta,
which occurred only from the izth century onwards. As
was thus already observed by Ente and more explicitly
by Teunissen, followed by Laming and Mook,175 the
formation of the IJssel delta is therefore of no conse-
quence for any dating of the upper-IJssel course.
The Waal (Vahalis)
In contrast to the Lower Rhine and IJssel, a discussion
of the course of the Waal during the Roman Period does
not present any problems or new aspects. After the bi-
furcation of Rhine and Waal south of the Bijlandsche
Waard, the Waal must have followed more or less the
same course as today. North of Nijmegen, the Roman
channel must have been further north than the present
one, as shown by the post-Roman erosion of part of site
399. In Druten it was somewhat more to the south, as
shown by the find of a Roman barge (site 211). A few
169 Poelman (igSib, 175) based his reasoning on the situa-
tion during the Middle-Roman Period, when the entire mili-
tary situation, and thus the reasons for establishing forts, were
completely different. It can be shown clearly (see e.g. Gechter
1979, esp. p. 114) that in general the location of camps for the
offensive campaigns were determined by river courses.
170 Even a future discovery of some sort of settlement along
the IJssel will not be sufficient, because inevitably someone
will provide an argument to explain its presence there without
the need to presuppose IJssel-deposits.
171 Pons 1953, 23-4 and fig. 3.
172 See also Pons 1957, 62, Van der Schrier 1968, 244, and
Harbers/Mulder 1981.
173 Van der Schrier 1968; Ente 1973-74.
174 See Berendsen 1982, 83-5.
175 Teunissen 1975, 92-3, note 3 and Lanting/Mook 1977,
171.
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others parts of the meander-belt of the Waal may have
survived, such as those around Gendt, south of Wely
and Dodewaard, possibly also at a few points under the
present water-meadows.
In general, the Waal must have become the most impor-
tant branch again after, possibly even during the end of,
the Roman Period. The large extent of post-Roman
channel and bank deposits as well as basin-clay (cover-
ing all but the highest pans of older stream-ridges) tes-
tify to that.176 Especially the earliest deposits, which are
dated by Pons from the end of the 3rd until well into the
5th centuries177 and included as the Gendt II deposits
(AD 250-600) by Harbers and Mulder, are relevant in the
present context. Although, as Berendsen178 has shown,
there are no reasons to assume such a precise synchroni-
zation with the Duinkerke II transgression phase, at
least at some places a considerable sedimentation must
have occurred between the Middle-Roman and Mero-
vingian Period. Clear examples are the thick bank de-
posits between the Roman settlement (158) and Mero-
vingian cemetery (159) in Lent, and between the Roman
and Carolingian occupation layers recently excavated on
the Waalkade in Nijmegen (403)."*
The Meuse (Mosa)
Down to Grave/Nederasselt, the course of the Meuse re-
mained more or less the same during the Holocene. At
least during the entire Roman Period, the river had two
branches from there onwards (which probably explains
the large post-Roman meander-curves at this spot). The
northern branch, the Wijchense Maasje, already existed
in the Late-Neolithic and continued to function in the
Roman Period. At site 316, a lot of Roman material
(from site 315) was found in the remains of the fossil
channel, the Wijchense Meer. These included also the
net-sinkers from fig. 53. Pons' assumption that the Wij-
chense Maasje ceased to function after the Roman Peri-
od has been confirmed by pollen analysis of the c. 4-m-
deep channel-fill deposit.180 This has shown that the fin-
176 See e.g. Pons 1957, 48-9, 55-64 and Harbers/Mulder
1981.
177 Pons 1957,57.
178 Berendsen 1982, 81.
179 For Lent, see JROB 1972, 24 and 1975, 21; for Nijme-
gen, JROB 1983, chapter II D (in press).
180 I thank Dr Teunissen for putting the results at my dis-
posal. The analysis was done under his direction by H. Cup-
pen and P. van Loenhoud.
al silting-up of the channel probably started during the
5th century and was definitely in full progress during the
Merovingian Period.
The reconstruction and dating of the southern branch
present more difficulties. According to Pons,181 its ori-
gin is later than the Wijchense Maasje. The reconstruc-
tion of its course is more or less the same as that pro-
posed by Pons: it goes from Lienden over Batenburg/
Dieden and Haren to Macharen, and from there to the
Ossermeer, which is an oxbow lake and was definitely
part of a functioning river during the Roman Period as
demonstrated already by Van Diepen.182 More recent
finds, again including net-sinkers, are also available.183
Because of lack of precise information, it is not entirely
certain whether the Meuse began to follow its present
course during the Late-Roman or Merovingian Period,
or even later. The continuing habitation on the channel
zone deposits cannot be used as an argument for or
against. In any case, the results of Van Diepen's survey
indicate substantial post-Roman deposits along the
Meuse and there are no compelling reasons to disagree
with the chronological interpretation of these.184
From the foregoing discussion, it is clear that the recon-
struction of the river system on fig. 13 is only valid for
the Late-Iron Age and the Roman Period. The course of
the Meuse in particular changed considerably from the
$th century onwards, but also the still functioning old
branches of the Rhine in the Betuwe (from ? to Elst and
from there to Driel as well as, possibly, to Homoet and
Heteren) were no longer active by then.
Other changes, which do not affect the reconstruction
greatly, are the increased importance of the Waal at the
expense of the Lower Rhine, which may quite conceiv-
ably have included alterations in the location of the bi-
furcation of both branches. The importance of the IJssel
also increased, or, should our arguments concerning its
origin be incorrect, it originated around this time. In any
case, there is no dispute about its existence during the
Early-Middle Ages.
181 Pons 1957,43-4.
182 Van Diepen 1952, 114-6. The Ossermeer is an oxbow
lake located just outside the area studied, to the southwest of
site 470 (in square 165/422).
183 See Verwers/Beex 1978,32-3.
184 See Pons 1957, Appendices 8 and 9.
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3.4 ROADS AND ROUTES
The literature on Roman roads in the Dutch river area is
comparable to or even exceeds in volume that on the riv-
ers. In both cases, the causes are similar: there are few
real clues, various historical sources, intriguing prob-
lems, and enough people with a vivid imagination.
There is also a difference. The discussion on Roman riv-
ers is necessarily based to some degree on data from the
geo-sciences. In contrast, even though the course of
roads is evidently directly related to the landscape, this
rather basic fact has often been ignored or overlooked.
Not long after the last war, Modderman185 published a
short article which provided the first, and as far as the
eastern river area is concerned the only, sensible discus-
sion not just of the possible courses of Roman roads but
also of the preconditions for studying them. Subsequent
literature or maps which ignore Modderman's main out-
lines should not be taken seriously,186 although later re-
search has of course provided new or additional data
with regard to his concrete proposals within the general
framework.
In a recent article, Bakker187 provided an overview of
theoretical principles and practical applications of road-
research in northwestern Europe. Although he is con-
cerned primarily with the very old and continuous long-
distance connections on Pleistocene deposits, the general
principles can also be applied in the river area and for the
Roman Period, and confirm Modderman's earlier con-
siderations. As a rule, one can expect roads in the
(eastern) river area to be situated on pre-Roman stream-
ridges and on natural levees of Roman rivers. They will
also be situated in such a way that the connections are as
short as possible under the existing circumstances in
each case. The direction of some roads will also be in-
fluenced by optimal connections into the adjoining
Pleistocene area and their further course in these areas
will be determined by the natural relief and local soil
conditions.
However, in contrast to the prehistoric situation, there
are additional circumstances which may have been im-
portant during the Roman Period. Roman roads did not
just come into being as a kind of optimum paths laid
down according to the principle of least effort, as the re-
185 Modderman 1952.
186 A recent example is Cowan 1974, who treats the Betuwe
almost as a uniform plain where one can draw lines and declare
them roads at will.
suit of many influences over a long time with the natural
conditions as the main determinant. They were con-
structed on the orders of a central authority which had
both general and very specific objectives in mind. Also,
although the 'optimum path' and 'least effort' principles
continued to be very important, this central authority
had both the power and the technical means to overrule
them when that was considered desirable for other (mili-
tary, administrative, political, economic) purposes.
Because they were actually built, there is also a very clear
difference between Roman and prehistoric roads: In
general, a Roman road is a 'real world' phenomenon, an
archaeological feature that can be traced precisely and
excavated; Prehistoric roads are often more mental con-
cepts, based on general or specific considerations but
not, or rather no longer, actual physical entities.
This difference is, of course, not at all suitable to dis-
tinguish Roman from prehistoric roads in practice. Main
roads (viae~) were indeed constructions with metalling,
parallel ditches, and the like, but there is a whole range
of road types and the simpler side-roads or tracks (diver-
ticula) are in no way different from prehistoric roads.
Also, prehistoric roads are sometimes indeed observable
archaeological entities, such as cart-tracks or corduroy
roads.
Nevertheless, in a general way the distinction is valid,
but it is mentioned here for a different purpose.
Especially during the Roman Period, but in fact during
all archaeological periods, there is no terminological
clarity. A phenomenon that can hardly be drawn on a
map to a scale of 1:100,000 with a very thick pencil is
called a road just as well as a precisely known road that
requires at least a scale of i : 10,000 or even more for all
known details to be depicted. In the present discussion,
a distinction will therefore be made between two con-
cepts, namely roads and routes. In principle, a road will
be called anything that is actually present, a route any-
thing that is reconstructed and supposed to be or to have
been present.
Although seemingly clear-cut, this distinction requires
some further discussion. First, routes are more or less
the broader framework within which, if correctly recon-
structed, further research may eventually lead to the dis-
covery of roads or parts of them. This implies that the
187 Bakker 1976. See also Bakker 1973, chapter 7.3, esp. 36-
46.
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transition from route to road is to some extent fluid.
Sometimes, the course of a route can be so well-defined
that, given the fact that the type of road involved will
have left few or no observable traces, it becomes more
practical to refer to it as a road. Examples are sections of
barrow roads188 or roads through urnfields.189 Also,
when fragments of roads are precisely known, it is not
very useful to designate the intermediate stretches as
routes, unless they are too long and there are too many
alternative options.
A second aspect of road and route is that these concepts
may be used to designate the same phenomenon in dif-
ferent disciplines. An example is the so-called limes road,
which ran along the Rhine frontier, connecting the var-
ious forts. For the student of classical sources or of the
Roman defence system, who can argue on the basis of
the Tabula Peutingeriana, this is indeed a road. For
someone discussing in detail a particular region where
clear traces of this road are lacking, there is merely the
fact that the road is known to have existed there. Only its
possible route can be determined and a study of the geo-
logical situation may reveal the locations where its re-
mains can be profitably looked for. This is, by the way,
exactly what Modderman did in his 1952 article. 'The
problem of the Roman roads in the river area' is that
they have not been found and that only plausible routes
can be proposed.
Nevertheless, several aspects of roads in the eastern river
area should first be mentioned, to be followed by a dis-
cussion of the main available routes, partly confirming,
partly in addition to Modderman's observations.
3.4.1 The Roads
Some traces of Roman roads in the eastern river area are
known, although they are few and far apart. The causes
of this dearth of traces are difficult to determine. They
are probably very diverse. The roads in the Holocene
area must have been situated on channel zone deposits or
Pleistocene sand dunes, which generally provided reli-
able connections throughout the year. The possibility of
important connections through flood-basins can be
ruled out, because the particular configuration of
stream-ridges and natural levees would have made such
cumbersome and costly constructions unnecessary.
The erosion of former natural levees and the deposition
of new sediments after the Roman Period are undoubt-
edly important causes of the scarcity of recovered traces
of roads. A second factor is that only major roads may
have been metalled, presumably with gravel from the
river area itself. This last circumstance190 may point to a
third factor. Coarse sands with gravel and even gravel
deposits to occur in the subsoil of the river area, and ac-
cidentally located Roman roads may not have been rec-
ognized as artificial gravel deposits. Flooding may also
have spread the gravel of roads too widely.
Actual remains of Roman roads have been found at the
following sites:
1 Site 126. Section through a road, presumably just
outside the fort and dating to the Flavian period.1'1 The
gravel had been partially washed away and deposited in
a V-shaped ditch.
2 Site 242. Section through a road of which only the
two ditches (c. 6 m apart) remain.
3 Site 407/415. Parts of metalled roads through the
wards (vicfj of the canabae legionis.'92 One of the western
roads is probably part of the connection between the for-
tress (412) and sites 403 and 399. The eastern road is
perhaps the beginning of a route toRindern/Harenatium.
4 Kellen. Section through a metalled road (width c.
3 m) bordered by deep ditches, underneath a medieval
road;193 presumably part of the limes road from Altkal-
kar/Burginatium to Rindern/Harenatium.
5 Site 500. Stretch of a metalled road (width c. 8 m)
through the vicus,1'* probably part of the road from
Tongeren/Atuatuca to Nijmegen/Noviomagus. The
same road has been identified at several other places im-
mediately to the south.195 It presumably crossed the
Meuse at Cuijk. Part of a road has also been reported
from Katwijk-aan-de-Maas, north of Cuijk.196
It should be noted that all of these sites, with probably
one exception (242), are more or less directly related to
the major roads attested in the historical sources. Site
242 is also the only one that was not demonstrably met-
alled. If one accepts for the moment that the identifica-
188 Seee.g. Bakker 1976, figs. 2 and 11.
189 See Kooi 1979, figs. 153-5 and 158.
190 See below, 184.
191 Willems 19803,337.
192 For a plan see Bloemers I979d, Abb. 50, nos. 2 and 6.
193 Reported by Gorissen 1952,49 and fig. 37. The exact lo-
cation of the profile is not mentioned. The remaining stretch of
the road is located in square 207/424.
194 For a plan see Bogaers 1967, aß. 8.
195 See Beex 1973, 163, sites 248, 252, 253 and 256. See also
Hermans 1865,16-27.
196 Beex, op cit., site 240, based on Hermans 1865,19.
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Fig. 20 Fragment of the Tabula Peutingeriana, part of seg-
ment I (éd. K. Miller).
Fig. 21 An interpretation of the road system from the
classical sources
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tions of Kesteren/Carvo(ne), Rindern/Harenathun, and
Cuijk/Ceuclum are correct, the relevant sources for the
area in between should cover the eastern river area.
They indicate a total of four roads. First, there is the lim-
es road coming from Burginatium. On the Tabula Peut-
ingeriana (fig. 20) this road does, however, not follow the
limes beyond Harenatium. Instead, it turns to Novioma-
gus and from there back to the Rhine towards Castra
Herculis and Carvo. The location of Castra Herculis at
the Rhine is confirmed by other sources, namely, Am-
mianus Marcellinus (XVIII, 2, 4), Libanius (Oratio
XVIII, 87), and, if the interpretation of the corrupted
name is correct,197 the Anonymus Ravennas (Cosmogra-
phia IV, 24). This is, therefore, a second road. The pres-
ence of a continuation of the limes road from Harenatium
to Carvo can, however, be deduced from the Itinerarium
Antonini (368-70).
A third road is indicated on the Peutinger Map as going
from Noviomagus westwards to Ad Duodecimum. The
fourth is also known from the Tabula. It comes from the
south along the Meuse over Ceuclum and crosses the
Meuse before reaching Nijmegen. Strictly according to
the sources, a road system can be deduced such as pre-
sented in fig. 21.
The rectangle represents the eastern river area if the
three identifications of Carvo, Harenatium, and Ceu-
clum are correct. The indicated distances are mainly ac-
cording to those mentioned on the Tabula Peutingeriana.
The distance between Castra Herculis and Harenatium
was calculated by subtracting the XIII between Carvo
and Castra Herculis on the Tabula from the XXII be-
tween Carvo and Harenatium which are mentioned in
the Itinerarium Antonini (369,4). The distance X be-
tween Harenatium and Burginatium is also from the
itinerary (256,2) which later (370,1) gives VI for the
same distance, confirming to the Tabula.
If the identifications of both places are correct and if the
distances are indeed indicated in leugae of 2.22 km.,198
then the latter figure is certainly corrupt. In this respect,
two additional remarks can be made. If both assump-
tions also pertain to the road between Noviomagus and
Ceuclum, which is very likely, the distance is also cor-
rupt and should be read as VI.1'9 If they are valid for the
limes-road between Carvo and Harenatium, the figure
XXII could be amended to, for example, XXV.200
Considerations like this reveal the limited value of the
sources when archaeological realities are concerned. A
reconstruction such as that presented here, is already
open for debate when place-names and distances are in-
troduced,201 even before the historical reconstruction is
confronted with real settlements. The only way in which
the historical information on Roman roads can be for-
mulated without immediately triggering all sorts of ar-
guments is probably to state simply that three main
roads can be discerned: A northern east-west road along
the Rhine (the limes road) which does not pass Novioma-
gus, a southern east-west road, branching off the limes
road and passing Noviomagus, and a south-north road
along the Meuse, crossing the southern road in Novio-
magus and reaching the limes road at some point along
the Lower Rhine.
In order to determine the course of these roads where
they have not been found, it is necessary to consider first
the network of routes that can be proposed for the east-
ern river area on the basis of archaeological and geologi-
cal data.
3.4.2 The Routes
It is obvious that all kinds of roads and tracks on Pleisto-
cene and channel zone deposits will have connected the
settlements. On the basis of Appendix 3 especially, a
great number of their courses can be drawn approxi-
mately. In order to avoid confusing detail, only the main
routes through the eastern river area have been indicated
on fig. 22, together with the river courses. This was nec-
essary because of the direct relation between the two,
but it should be kept in mind that the channels indicated
on fig. 22 have no relation to the real channels during the
Roman Period. They are merely drawn as straight as
possible through the middle of the reconstructed mean-
der-belts of the Roman rivers and thus represent only
the system of water-routes next to the system of land-
routes. A number of settlement-sites have been added to
this picture.
197 See Bogaers 1960-1, 310-1, note 254 and 1968, 152.
198 See e.g. Stoke 1938, 703-4 and 1959, 58-9. The use of
leugae and not nnlm passuum on this part of the Tabula is nowa-
days universally accepted.
199 Cf. Stolte 1938, 705; Bogaers, in Bogaers/Ruger :974,
84.
200 Unless one is prepared to consider an absolutely straight
road (which cannot be excluded), in which case 22 leugae could
just be barely enough.
201 See e.g. Stolte 1938, 714 (slightly different) and Bogaers
1968, 155-6 (very different).
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Fig. 22 The system of major routes and (schematic) river- The first route to be considered is that along the Rhine,
channels in the eastern river area during the Roman Period : i- It must have followed the southern natural levee of the
7 see fig. 13,8 settlement sites (mostly military), 9 channel, 10 river, connecting the various military forts and/or fron-
route. Scale i : 250,000. tier posts, and crossed the Waal fairly close to the point
where it left the Rhine. The route must have had consid-
erable military importance and therefore been usable
throughout the year. The real road may thus have been
somewhat more winding than major Roman roads usual-
6?
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ly were, following the highest points of the levee. Be-
cause the Roman Rhine was a free meandering stream,
this road may have changed its course at some points
during its time of existence, causing additional wind-
ings. On the other hand, the means to keep it exactly as
desired were probably available.
In addition to this east-west route, there is an obviously
important south-north route along the axis Cuijk-Nij-
megen-Driel. In a general way, this route follows the
same course as the railroad over Cuijk, Nijmegen, and
Elst to Arnhem.202 Up to Cuijk, the road is more or less
known. It must have crossed the Meuse there, if only be-
cause of the presence of site 499/500 at that point. From
Cuijk, the route will have continued to Nijmegen, but
after site 391 (Heumensoord) its course is not certain. It
may have gone quite straight, to site 403 (Valkhof), but
for the 2nd and 3rd centuries a course to site 399 (as on
fig. 22) and for the ist century to site 412 is also conceiv-
able. From Nijmegen, where it crossed the Waal, the ob-
vious and most direct route to the Rhine is over Elst (site
105) to Driel (site 117).
The important settlement in Elst was undoubtedly situ-
ated at the intersection with another east-west route,
with a connection eastwards to the fort at site 194 and
westwards back to the Rhine (site 18), as well as along
the northern levee of the Waal. A more direct connection
between Nijmegen and Randwijk (site 18), partly as an
alternative to the route over Elst, is also quite likely.
There are thus two important connections between Nij-
megen and the Rhine at Driel and at Randwijk.
In both cases, a relation with the traditional river-cross-
ings, at the Drielse Veer and Lexkesveer, and thereby
with routes going further north, immediately comes to
mind. Site 125 may support the idea of a ford across the
river at the Drielse Veer,203 but, except for the medieval
road-system (see note 207), other indications for an ac-
tual route north of the Rhine are still lacking in this case.
For Lexkesveer, the situation is very different.
There are no fewer than three possible routes to the
north from there: one over Wageningen to Ede, along
the border of the high lying coversand in the Geldersche
Vallei, and two others following the valleys of the Ren-
kumse Beek and the Heelsumse Beek. The earliest evi-
dence for these routes, especially the latter two, dates to
the Neolithic. Although the relevant data have to be
treated with some caution204 the impression of an impor-
tant north-south connection across the Rhine is quite
convincing and in agreement with the fact that stream-
ridges and/or natural levees between Herveld and Rand-
wijk were already habitable by then. A connection with
some of the barrow roads on the Veluwe is also plausi-
ble.205 The presence of these routes during the entire pe-
riod covered by this study is quite clear from the Appen-
dices. The western route especially, between Wage-
ningen and Ede, can be traced by a variety of sites, and
it is also very attractive from a geo(morpho)logical point
of view. Its southern part survives to the present day in
the so-called Diedenweg.206
During the Roman Period, it may have been of military
importance. In this respect, a continuation of the route
along the eastern side of the Geldersche Vallei towards
Ermelo can be proposed.207 The only known exclusively
middle-Roman fort or camp north of the limes is situated
there. This has been interpreted as a march-camp,208 but
it is much more likely to have been an outpost fort, prob-
ably intermittently occupied and part of the early-warn-
ing apparatus of the forward defence system.209 Argu-
ments for this interpretation are the published plan,
which indicates that there are almost certainly at least
two periods, and the fact that recent finds include ist-
century pottery in addition to the late 2nd- or early 3rd-
century material already known.210
The tile-stamps from the civil settlements at sites i and
7 may also be indicative of a military presence along the
road, but the reason why and the way in which they ar-
rived there may just as well be quite different. In any
202 See the topography on the Appendices.
203 See Holwerda 1931 on this subject.
204 See Modderman 1962-3, Map 2, but also the remarks on
p. II.
205 Cf. Bakker 1976, 79.
206 See Van Es 1964, 187 and fig. 33; Blommensteijn a.o.
(eds.) 1977, map after p. 168.
207 For Roman finds, see Blommensteijn a.o. (eds.) 1977,
maps after p. 182. In contrast to this suggestion, research on
the medieval road-system on the Veluwe indicates that a route
from the Rhine towards Ermelo is more likely to run along the
Heelsumse Beek or, still better, to begin at the Drielse Veer
(pers. comm. Drs H.A. Heidinga, 19.1. 1983).
208 Bogaers/Rüger 1974, 33-5. For the location of the fort,
see fig. 6.
209 Luttwak 1976, chapter 2.
210 Van der Sanden 1981. It should be remembered, howev-
er, that conclusive evidence for Ermelo as a Roman camp has
never been obtained. It could conceivably be some kind of na-
tive settlement.
68
WILLEM J.H. WILLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. 3 The Landscape
case, the presence of a very old north-south route cross-
ing the Rhine and intersecting the limes road near Rand-
wijk can be deduced from a variety of different sources.
Apart from the route along the Rhine, there are several
other east-west connections: on both sides of the Waal
and along the branches of the Meuse. Not all of these
possible routes have been indicated on fig. 22, partly be-
cause there are sometimes several alternatives for the
most important routes which fig. 22 aims at presenting.
This is true, for example, for a connection from site 499/
500 to the Maaskant area, south of the Meuse, but also
for the undoubtedly very important east-west connec-
tion over Nijmegen.
From Nijmegen to the west, the route along the Waal
can be traced without real problems.211 To the east,
however, there are several options which certainly all ex-
isted, but it is not very likely that they were all equally
important as the main connection between Nijmegen
and Xanten. The obvious route of this historically
known road could be the most southern one, along the
edge of the Pleistocene deposits. It is usually212 consid-
ered to run from Rindern over Donsbruggen, Nutter-
den, Kranenburg, Wijier, and Berg en Dal (site 433) to
Nijmegen. There are no real objections to this trajec-
tory, although three points deserve to be mentioned.
First, the point where it leaves the route along the limes
is situated at site 450 because of the identification of
Rindern with Harenatium. From a geological point of
view, a situation of the fork in Kleve would seem to be
more obvious but the historical and archaeological im-
plications (Kleve = Harenatium) definitely less so. Sec-
ond, the road may have avoided the low and wet area
around Kranenburg and run from Nutterden over Fras-
selt and Groesbeek to Berg en Dal. Third, if the location
of the fork in Rindern is accepted, which is the most log-
ical proposal at present, then there is an alternative and
very straight route from Rindern over Mehr, Niel,
Zyfflich, and Beek to Nijmegen. As far as known find-
spots of Roman material are concerned, this route is
even more positively traceable. This may, however, be
accidental and there are no decisive arguments to favour
any of the trajectories discussed so far, unless the mile-
stone from Beek (site 427) is considered as such. It
would definitely support the trajectory over Zyfflich and
not the one over Berg en Dal. The latter may only have
been a connection to the tile factory at the Holdeurn (site
433), as was already observed by De Waele.213
The other routes from Rindern to Nijmegen are longer
and less likely to represent the main road. They branch
off the limes route north of Rindern and then follow the
stream-ridges in the Duffelt towards Zyfflich, over
Keeken and Niel as well as over Millingen. Even less
plausible as a main road is a route over Millingen and
Ooij, on the southern levee of the Roman Waal.
On fig. 22, part of a southern east-west connection has
also been indicated. It is the western continuation of a
route along the Niers and passing site 466, which must
have joined a route along the eastern side of the Meuse
somewhere near Gennep, crossed the route from Cuijk
to Nijmegen, and then followed the indicated course to-
wards Wijchen (site 315) and along the northern branch
of the Meuse.
Although not indicated, it is possible that there was a
more direct connection between Nijmegen and Wij-
chen214 approximately following the same course as the
present-day railroad or to the south of there. This would
be the only example of a route across what is essentially
a flood-basin, but the underlying and sometimes rela-
tively high Pleistocene fluvial deposits there215 make if
different from the normal flood-basins. Nevertheless,
the road would have had to pass through wet and low ly-
ing areas and traverse numerous gullies, and it is re-
markable that no traces of it have ever been discovered
especially at those points. This is, however, not a suffi-
cient reason to reject its existence, particularly when
Wijchen was undoubtedly a very important place and a
long detour to Nijmegen over Mook or, perhaps, over
Bergharen and Ewijk, is the only alternative.
3.4.3 Conclusions
From the preceding paragraph it is clear that the general
system of routes in the river area can be reconstructed
without too much difficulty. Such a reconstruction also
leads to observations which are not immediately obvious
211 This is also the route of the Koningsstraat as described
by a.o. Edelman (1951, 320-1), Modderman (1951, 46-? and
the map), or Pons (1957, 47 and Appendix 7). But, although
the Koningsstraat can be called a Roman route, it is not very
likely to be a Roman road.
212 See e.g. Bogaers 1968,155.
213 De Waele 1931,55.
214 Cf. Bogaers 1968, 158 and note 79. The presence of the
burial sites 331-332 (cf. p. 90) may also be an indication for a
road.
215 See above, p. 42, and Pons 1966, Appendix i.
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from the Appendices, for example, regarding the loca-
tion of the forts along the Rhine. Virtually all of these
forts have a direct connection with the hinterland, over
a natural levee or a stream-ridge; in one case (site i8b)
this connection is so important that the situation is re-
versed and a hypothetical fort has been assumed on
those grounds. The only exception is site 126, which
could only be reached over Driel.216 Its location can
more profitably be explained by a relation to the Drusian
fosse as well as a possible route over the coversands
north of the IJssel. It is located exactly at the point
where the Rhine reaches high ground and turns west-
wards.
Also, the rather favourable location in relation to traffic
of places like Nijmegen and Elst is quite clear. Unfor-
tunately, however, the analysis of the system of routes
leads to ambiguous results when compared to the system
of major roads which is largely known from the sources.
All the elements mentioned on page 66, a limes road, a
southern east-west road, and a south-north road, are
present. Nevertheless, except for the connection over
Cuijk as far as Nijmegen and that along the Rhine, all
other identifications of roads with routes are open to dis-
pute.
It is very much a matter of what one wishes to prove
(and, consequently, which data should be declared cor-
rupt) that determines the proposals advanced by the nu-
merous authors on this subject. The main source of
trouble is that most identifications of place-names with
sites are not absolutely indisputable and have given rise
to some fairly reasonable and to many unreasonable pro-
posals, all of which have been described elsewhere as
'scientific folklore'.217 In a discussion of roads, these
identifications are, in the end, unavoidable even if there
is no intention to prove anything.
For the southern road of the Tabula Peutingeriana (Ha-
renatium - Noviomagus - Ad Duodecimum) the most
obvious choice would be the (straightest) route from
216 Huissen (site 135) would be another exception if it were
indeed a military settlement, which, in view of the presence of
sites 126 and 194 as well as the find circumstances, is becoming
increasingly unlikely.
217 Willems 1981, 168. Fortunately, the use of this term eli-
citated the desired response (Bogaers 1981, 172), making clear
that there are indeed two opposed views on the use of this sort
of data from historical sources.
218 But see Stolte 1959, 60-1 (Wamel) and Bogaers 1968,
158-9 (Maasbommel-Berghuizen). Both authors agree that Ad
Duodecimum should - because of its name - necessarily be lo-
Rindern to Nijmegen and from there the route south of
the Waal. The implicit identifications of Harenatium
with Rindern and Nijmegen with Noviomagus are not
problematical, but the location of Ad Duodecimum is
unknown218 and the course of the road leading towards it
remains doubtful.
Similar problems arise when the road from-Nijmegen to
the Rhine has to be identified. It undoubtedly crossed
the Waal at Nijmegen and the direct and short connec-
tion following the route over Elst to Driel is the first to
come to mind, but the direct route to Randwijk is also
plausible as a main road to the west. This may all be very
clear and obvious, but it implies that either Driel (in this
case site 123) or Randwijk are identified with Castra
Herculis and then the recorded distances cannot be
made to fit. It is possible to 'solve' the problem by locat-
ing Castra Herculis elsewhere (that is, away from the
Rhine) or by juggling with some category of data in an-
other way. But no solution, including the most recent
one,21' is completely convincing in all respects. All in all,
the problem of the actual Roman roads in the river area
can be solved only at the level of routes, which is yet an-
other reason to distinguish carefully between the con-
cepts of road and route.
3.5 ANCIENT SETTLEMENT SOILS
The close relation between the large regional soil sur-
veys, which started during World War II,220 and the ver-
itable boom in the discovery of archaeological findspots
hi the river area has often been acknowledged. It was the
result of an active interest in the habitational aspects of
a region by soil surveyors such as Oosting and Edelman
and a corresponding interest in the results of these sur-
veys by experts in other disciplines, for archaeology
mainly represented by Modderman.221
The reason for this close co-operation and the impor-
cated at 12, not at 18 leugae from Nijmegen.
219 See Willems 19803, 19806. The identification of Castra
Herculis with Meinerswijk (126) remains the most likely in
view of the available (archaeological) evidence, but Driel (123)
cannot be ruled out.
220 The Erst survey (in the Bommelerwaard) started in 1943.
It is generally considered to be the 'nursery' of the Soil Survey
Institute (Buringh 1949, i; Osse 1959, 6).
221 See e.g. Oosting 1936, esp. chapter 8 and Edelman 1951
(see also e.g. Osse 1959, on both). Modderman 1955 gives a
concise overview of his results.
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tance of its results is that during the soil surveys a partic-
ular type of soil was recorded which only develops at
places which have been, or sometimes still are, inhabit-
ed. These places were recorded as 'ancient settlement
soils' on the soil maps and Modderman visited them to
collect finds by which he could date the period of habita-
tion.
The presence of these sites was not a new discovery. An-
cient settlement soils are sometimes raised and the dark
soil with settlement debris on those high-lying parcels
which often, but not always, have names with woerd or
hof suffixes,222 had long been recognized. Dr L.J.F.
Janssen, and in particular his cousin, the Reverend O. G.
Heldring223 recorded a large number of such sites and
finds from them in the I9th century, and their observa-
tions have retained their value ever since. Nevertheless,
only a limited part of the ancient settlement soils had
been identified by these characteristics, and the soil sur-
vey added many more.
The particular characteristics of ancient settlement soils
have been described in detail by various authors.224 In
addition to direct clues such as particles of charcoal,
stones, or pottery, the most important properties are
high to very high contents of humus and phosphate,
which are both identifiable by eye. The soils are recog-
nizable by their colour, which ranges from fairly grey
(brown) to very dark and black. As a rule, the phosphate
is also visible in the clay underneath, usually as green-
ish-yellow stains which are sometimes so numerous that
they can be recognized even by a completely unexperi-
enced eye. This phenomenon is due to the very high nat-
ural phosphate content of the clays in the river area. The
enrichment caused by habitation normally results in vis-
ibility of the phosphate.225 Because they are normally
situated fairly high, the soils are well drained and be-
cause of the humus content their structure is very good.
It is not surprising, therefore, that these soils belong to
the agriculturally most valuable in the river area22'
which had the convenient side-effect that they were also
recorded precisely during later detailed soil-surveys in
which archaeology played no part.227
For archaeological studies, the presence of this particu-
lar type of soil in the river area has two very important
and favourable implications. These concern the inter-
pretation of fmdspots and the completeness of the ar-
chaeological record, which both require some further
discussion.
3.5.1 The Settlement Soils as Findspots
Although there is undoubtedly still much to be investi-
gated concerning the processes which led to the forma-
tion of ancient settlement soils (which are not all identi-
cal or, more precisely, equally well developed), one as-
pect is absolutely clear: if such a soil is present, then we
are dealing with a site that was inhabited and thus a set-
tlement during some time in the past.
This may seem a trivial point, but it is not. It provides
a very important advantage in comparison with find-
spots or sites in other regions. Accidental finds, regular
finds by amateurs, and full scale archaeological surveys
all result in a number of findspots on maps. Findspots
may be combined to sites, but unless the density reaches
a certain level and/or specific types of artifacts turn up,
it is very difficult to decide whether one is dealing with
a settlement or not.
The presence of a settlement soil eliminates this problem
completely. While the significance of a dozen sherds
from a field in a coversand area is often unknown, arti-
facts from a field which is known to be a settlement soil
are only necessary to determine the dating and (special)
characteristics of that settlement: one middle-Roman
sherd is sufficient evidence for such a site to be reliably
interpreted as a middle-Roman settlement, an additional
late-Roman sherd proves its occupation at that time, and
a third, Merovingian sherd is enough to know that the
site was also inhabited during the Early-Middle Ages.
222 On this subject, see Edelman 1949 and Modderman
1949. 72.
223 Especially Heldring 1838-9. For his bibliography, see
Brongers 19766, 35.
224 Fairly recent examples are Pons 1966, 34-5, Havinga
1969, 25-30, and Van der Voort/Poelman/Van Es 1979, 439-
56.
225 Pers. comm. C. Blommesteijn, who is investigating set-
tlement soils in the central river area with the geologist R.
Steenbeek.
226 In the past, and occasionally again during the last war,
they were used to grow tobacco (Egberts 1950, 13; Hoi 1957,
155) and the fruits from orchards on settlement soils were
known to be bigger and better (Egberts 1950, 19).
227 Such as the surveys for the land reallotment schemes by
the STIBOKA (Van der Schans/Steeghs 1957; Zegers/Zandber-
gen 1958).
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Of course such minimal data leave a lot of questions un-
answered, for example, those regarding the precise dat-
ings or continuity of habitation, but the basic informa-
tion is present and it is reliable. The latter fact was al-
ready accepted by Modderman, but it can nowadays be
supported by the find-histories of dozens of settlements.
The dating of settlements to a particular period by a few
or only one sherd after material was first collected there
is always confirmed when more material becomes avail-
able later. Particularly striking examples where Mod-
derman's datings were later confirmed by a wealth of
new finds are, for example, sites 62, 79, 93, 168, 234,
23-5» 250, 283, or 341, but the number of good examples
of similar find-histories is very large.228
Of course, when more sherds or other artifacts become
available, not only is the reliability of the datings in-
creased, but there is also a greater chance that occupa-
tion during other periods can be demonstrated, especial-
ly when the original collection was very small. Because
ancient settlement soils are usually not very deeply strat-
ified and rather intensively used for agricultural pur-
poses, surface collections do not always have to be very
large in order to obtain datable evidence for all periods.
Although some of the woerden resemble settlement
mounds like the terps, their depth rarely exceeds c. i .5 m
and most settlement sites are shallow. The find-histories
also demonstrate that the so-called opspit phenomenon,
a term that refers to the upward movement of artifacts
through the soil by human or animal activities, is the
process whereby at least some material from the oldest
strata nearly always comes to lie on the surface. The
most striking example of the opspit effect is the most
deeply stratified site in the region, the fort in Meiners-
wijk (126). Among the surface finds was at least one
piece, a sherd of Arretine terra sigillata, which could
only have originated from the lowest excavation level, al-
most three metres below the surface!
Although, in general, the circumstances for collecting
datable material from the surface are thus rather favour-
able, they do, of course, only obtain when the surface of
the settlement soil is exposed. When the area is built
over, used as grassland, or covered by later deposits,
228 The relevant data have been stored in the CAA at the ROB.
A comparison of the data published by Modderman with those
included in the catalogue (chapter 5) also reveals other exam-
ples.
229 Including anything from carefully recording the distri-
butions of surface finds to a full scale excavation.
other methods for collecting artifacts have to be em-
ployed. In principle, there is no difference in the quality
of the dating evidence in both cases, but the collections
of material aquired by, for example, digging a test pit are
less reliable than surface collections. The latter are more
or less random samples, while the former could be very
biased. Digging a series of test pits or small trenches,
which would yield a more reliable overview, is the obvi-
ous solution, but that cannot always be, and thus, unfor-
tunately, has not often been done. Cunettes for new
roads, trenches for pipelines, and the digging of new or
cleaning of older ditches are, however, examples of quite
satisfactory alternative sources of material.
There is one final aspect of settlement soils as geological
phenomena which should be especially mentioned here,
because it is not directly related to settlements as archae-
ological phenomena. That aspect is the extent of the set-
tlement soil. It is, of course, intuitively obvious that set-
tlements on sites which have been continuously or inter-
mittently inhabited, sometimes for a millennium or
longer, cannot be assumed to have all been equal in size.
The settlement will have grown, shrunk, disappeared for
a while, or moved somewhat. Already for these reasons,
the size of a settlement soil is not indicative of the size of
a settlement in any particular period. This situation can
be remedied by archaeological research strategies,229 but
the geological data themselves cannot be used. Compari-
sons of settlements on this basis cannot be accepted. For
example, Peddemors' conclusions230 concerning settle-
ments in the Land van Maas en Waal rely entirely on the
implicit assumption that the youngest settlement should
be the largest, which is an unjustifiable proposition.
Even for periods where the growth of settlement-areas
can generally be expected, this is not necessarily true. A
good example is the settlement at De Horden near Wijk
bij Duurstede, where the settlement-area apparently de-
creased in size from the Late-Iron Age to the Middle-
Roman Period.231
There are also other reasons why there can be no direct
relation between the size of settlements and settlement
soils. These derive from the conditions in which a settle-
ment soil was formed and those in which it can be recog-
230 Peddemors 1978, 26.
231 See Van Es, in Van der Voort/Poelman/Van Es 1979,
439.
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nized. The implications are, however, more directly rel-
evant when settlement soils are considered at the region-
al level.
3.5.2 Settlement Soils and the Completeness of the Ar-
chaeological Record
It is obvious that the presence of ancient settlement soils
has, in principle, very favourable implications at the re-
gional level. In 1949 Modderman,232 who is not exactly
known for any hasty or ill-founded remarks, wrote that
'for, however it may be, after the soil survey it will not be
possible to discover many new settlements. We have
more or less reached the limit'. Although he proceeded
to specify at least one reason why new settlements might
still be discovered (coverage by younger sediments
which are thicker than the depth of borings in soil sur-
veys), this is a bold statement. It implies that in the un-
eroded part of the region most settlements are already
known and that, in areas where the borings were deep
enough, the archaeological record for settlement sites is
complete.
This would, of course, be a situation unparalleled in ar-
chaeological studies. Whether it indeed fits the facts de-
pends mainly on two technical conditions. First, as al-
ready mentioned above, a settlement soil necessarily im-
plies a settlement, but when the total number of settle-
ments is considered, the reverse also has to be true: no
settlement soil, no settlement. Second, the soil surveyors
must have done a proper job in their recording of settle-
ment soils. Random errors, caused by incidentally miss-
ing one or even a few settlements, would not be a prob-
lem, but the systematic bias introduced by overlooking
particular sorts of settlements, such as those covered by
later deposits of more than 1.20 m thick, cannot be disre-
garded.
The first of these conditions is the most crucial, because
if there are settlements where habitation has not left any
settlement soil, then the river area loses its unique quali-
ty as a region where all uneroded settlements are easily
traceable. At this point, it is important to realize that a
settlement is a site which is, at least in principle, per-
manently inhabited.2" Consequently, the settlements in
question here can be expected to have existed normally
at least for decades, but more often considerably longer.
It is also important to realize that the phenomenon of an
ancient settlement soil should be identifiably by sight. It
is, of course, possible to rely on chemical instead of visu-
al data, but all soil surveys in the river area have relied
on the visual identification of settlement soils. The pos-
sibility that settlement soils which cannot be seen in bor-
ings can be identified by analysis of the phosphate con-
tent of samples is only relevant in the sense that 'invisi-
ble' settlements can theoretically234 still be traced. The
available data on visible settlement soils are inadequate
if there should be invisible ones.
The recent chemical, geological, archaeological, and soil
studies of the settlement soil at De Horden near Wijk bij
Duurstede235 have provided some insight into the prob-
lem. De Horden would not have escaped destruction if it
had not been mapped as a settlement soil: it was covered
by later sediments of at least 0.5 m thick and the occupa-
tion layer was not reached by the plough. The character-
istic soil was mapped by three independent surveys with
virtually identical results. Chemical analysis proved that
the interpretation of the greenish-yellow stains as phos-
phate stains is correct and even that there are additional
reddish stains which also indicate phosphate concentra-
tions. It could, however, also be demonstrated that visu-
al and chemical determinations of the relative amount of
phosphate did not coincide and that some phosphate
concentrations in the subsoil could not be seen. The ex-
cavation results also showed that the inhabited area was
definitely larger than the area indicated by the visual in-
terpretation of phosphates. It was concluded that that
area could only be seen as a minimum estimate for the
total size of the area that was once inhabited and that it
indicated especially those parts that had been the most
intensively used.
These results are rather discouraging, because apparent-
ly the relatively shortly and/or less densely settled parts
could not be traced by borings. This could imply that
where these conditions prevailed over an entire settle-
ment, such a settlement would not be noticed. There
232 Modderman I9495 68.
233 Intermittent (e.g. seasonal) occupation could also be in-
cluded, but single activity sites such as herding, harvesting, or
hunting stations, etc. would, if they actually occurred in the re-
gion, be considered a category of'isolated find' (see p. 18).
234 In practice, the time and effort involved and the casts of
a complete survey will make this rather difficult. It could be
possible to survey smaller areas by cheap and quick methods
(see Eidt 1977 and Craddock/Gurney/Hughes/Pryor 1982),
providing the high natural phosphate content of river area
clays allows their application.
235 Van der Voort/Poelman/Van Es 1979.
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are, however, several circumstances which should also
be considered in this respect.
First, the 'invisible' parts of the inhabited area at De
Horden belong primarily to prehistoric settlements.
Second, the invisible parts of the Roman settlement
were definitely not those of the houses, but areas where
other activities took place.236 In addition to these signifi-
cant nuances Van der Voort c.s. are, curiously enough,
only concerned with the phosphate-stain characteristic
of ancient settlement soils which is important, but not
the only one. Symptomatic is the geological profile of al-
most i km,237 in which a fossil habitation layer is indicat-
ed along its entire length. This designation is mislead-
ing, because the layer consists of a fossil habitation layer
(the actual settlement soil) and a fossil vegetation layer
(laklaag},23* which gradually change into each other.33'
Havinga's study of part of the Betuwe is also important
in this respect. He remarks240 that it is sometimes diffi-
cult to distinguish fossil vegetation from habitation lay-
ers, but that it is still possible to do so by using a variety
of indicators. Even more interesting is the fact that his
difficulties were restricted to the settlement soils attrib-
uted (on stratigraphical as well as archaeological
grounds) to the Neolithic and the Bronze Age. These
soils are also characterized by the fact that phosphate
stains are only rarely visible. It is no coincidence that
Havinga mapped a considerable number of settlement
soils which had not been noticed during previous sur-
veys,241 for only a very detailed survey reveals the older
settlement soils. Whether their limited visibility is
caused by their age, the nature of the occupation, or its
duration, is a question which has yet to be answered.242
In general it seems, however, that for the Late-Iron Age,
Roman Period, and later settlements, there is little risk
that they, or at least the location of their core, cannot be
seen in borings. Final proof of this can only be obtained
after an extremely detailed survey by various means of
the region surveyed by Havinga, but on the basis of the
present evidence it is the most plausible assumption.
Only very short-lived settlements cannot be assumed to
be visible, unless by chance. 'Very short' can, however,
not be defined. It might mean a generation or less,243 but
virtually all settlements which could be called relatively
short-lived (for example, only occupied during the 2nd
century or so) still have settlement soils.
There is only one case, site 99, where finds point to a set-
tlement (with stone buildings) which, in principle, may
have existed for only half a century or even less and
where no settlement soil has been observed. Although in
this case, the latter need not be doubted, settlement trac-
es are also absent and the interpretation as a settlement,
which was based on the number of finds, could be mis-
taken. Pending an excavation, nothing can be said with
certainty. It is possible that we are dealing here with an
unsuccessful settlement, in this case perhaps a failure to
establish a villa, but the finds may have been in second-
ary position, the actual settlement being close by.
There are a few other sites which are considered to be
definitely settlements and which cannot be assumed to
have been occupied for a short time, but where a settle-
ment soil is nevertheless absent. These are 141, 439, and
possibly 516. This list could be augmented by several
sites which could be settlements, but they probably all
belong to the somewhat larger category of settlements
where no survey recorded a settlement soil but where
one was definitely shown to be present, either in borings
carried out by the present author244 or in a profile during
the discovery of the finds.245
These facts lead to the second problem, namely, the con-
clusion that quite a few settlement soils appear to have
been overlooked during the soil surveys, even though
most areas have been surveyed two or three times for
different purposes. This is undoubtedly caused primari-
ly by the density of the borings, generally I or 2 per
ha.246 Only in the western part of the Betuwe (approxi-
mately west of the line Randwijk-Andelst),247 is the den-
236 Van Es, in Van der Voort/Poelman/Van Es 1979,439.
237 Op. at., Abb. 4.
238 See above, p. 30 and op. dt, 447.
239 A general illustration of their relation is provided by
Pons 1957,46, fig. 31.
240 Havinga 1969,27.
241 Egberts 1950; Van der Schans/Steeghs 1957.
242 See also Craddock/Gurney/Hughes/Pryor 1982, and
various remarks on the subject in Zölitz 1980.
243 Van der Voort/Poelman/Van Es 1979,439.
244 Which implies that they were clearly recognizable.
245 When settlement soils are present but not indicated on
any of the available soil maps, this is always mentioned in the
catalogue.
246 This should imply an average of 2-3 STIBOKA-borings in
each loo x 100 m square for the entire river area.
247 The area was investigated by the Dept. of Regional Soil
Science of the Agricultural University, Wageningen (Havinga
1969, Op 't Hof 1970, Havinga/Op 't Hot 1975).
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sity of the borings very much higher, with a minimum of
to borings per ha. This has led to a considerable increase
in the total number of settlement sites compared to those
known from previous surveys, and to at least some in-
crease in the number of settlements dating to the Roman
Period or later.
A second cause of this increase could be that some of the
less well-developed settlement soils were not recognized
in the borings, but in general this does not seem to be
very important. Otherwise, it is not understandable why
Pons, for example, who paid special attention to settle-
ment soils, did not record fairly large and well-devel-
oped examples such as site 275 and some others. Fortu-
nately, this means that at least Roman and later settle-
ment soils were not noticed during the surveys for ar-
bitrary reasons. The only systematic error could be that
no really large and comparatively many of the very small
settlement soils have gone unnoticed. This, however,
says little about the size of the settlements involved.
In conclusion, it can be said that Modderman's state-
ment in 1949 was essentially correct, although in some
ways too optimistic. He definitely underestimated the
number of settlements which remained to be found, and
it is clear that in parts of the Betuwe and the Land van
Maas en Waal, and also in the Liemers, the Ooijpolder,
and the Duffelt, some of them still await discovery. In
the last two areas, there is the additional problem of very
thick post-Roman deposits. Nevertheless, the number of
known settlements on river deposits is much larger than
even the most detailed archaeological survey could ever
produce, and we have indeed 'more or less reached the
limit'.
It is difficult to estimate the percentage of missing settle-
ments - apart from those which have been eroded -
without detailed soil and archaeological surveys in con-
trol areas. A comparison between Havinga's results and
those of the STIBOKA248 shows that for areas with 1-3
borings per ha. almost 20 % of the settlement soils may
have been missed. This percentage has been reduced by
numerous discoveries of new sites through other means
over the past three decades, mainly thanks to the activi-
ties of zealous amateur archaeologists and changes in the
use of the land. Additional finds are still being reported
at the rate of one or two sites per year, but the influence
of the law of diminishing returns is becoming noticeable.
For the entire area of Holocene river deposits, an aver-
age figure of to to 15% for undiscovered settlements
would seem to be in the correct order of magnitude. In
practice, it may vary from approximately o% in the
western Overbetuwe to perhaps as much as 50 % in the
Duffelt and 100% in the Ooijpolder. An archaeological
survey in the central part of the Dutch river area, the
Kromme Rijn region, has shown that 40 % of the ancient
settlement soils had been missed, even though the den-
sity of the borings was 5 per ha. The soil survey in that
area is, however, not comparable to Havinga's detailed
work or to the STIBOKA surveys in the eastern river
area.249 The percentage is, therefore, also incomparable
and no reason to reconsider the general percentage of 10
to 15 % for the eastern river area.
It clearly shows, however, that the type of soil survey
and the geological situation in a particular area are very
important for a correct evaluation of the evidence. The
geological situation in the Ooijpolder, for example, is
such that the region should be investigated in the future
by a soil survey with borings to at least 2m, and prefera-
bly at least 3-5 per ha. In addition, as already mentioned
in chapter I, the entire eastern river area should be sam-
pled to test the reliability of the present assumptions and
conclusions. This can be done by randomly selecting a
small series of areas of e.g. 0.5 km2 where a detailed bor-
ing program with 5-10 borings per ha. is carried out
(250-500 borings per area). These should also be check-
ed for phosphate content by the quick and cheap chemi-
cal method proposed by Craddock a.o.250 Only by this or
a comparable sampling design251 will it be possible to
asses the reliability of the data on settlement soils. More-
over, if our current notions should prove to be wrong
and the data in some way biased by missing some type(s)
of sites, such a technique will at least allow a prediction
of their incidence in the area of Holocene deposits.
248 Havinga 1969 and the data reported in Egberts 1950,
Van der Schans/Steeghs 1957, and STIBOKA 1973.
249 I am grateful to C. Blommesteijn for providing the infor-
mation. The Kromme Rijn survey was carried out by students
and not by experienced STIBOKA field technicians and pedo-
logists. It is significant that of the total number of sites origi-
nally reported, 30 % later proved to be no settlement soil. This
situation has never been encountered in the eastern river area.
250 See note 234.
251 See for example Flannery (ed.) 1976,131-60.
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4 THE SITES: CHRONOLOGY AND
RELATION TO THE DISTRIBUTION MAPS
4.1 CHRONOLOGY OF THE SITES
Fig. 23 is primarily intended to present the chronologi-
cal data concerning the sites. In order to facilitate the use
of this table, several other data have been added. These
are, first, the topographical co-ordinates defining the i x
i km square in which the site is located on Appendices
1-5. Second, fig. 23 provides a general evaluation of the
datable finds, collected or excavated at the settlement
sites. This is intended to give an impression of the qual-
ity and quantity of the material on which, among others,
the chronology is based. Unfortunately, it proved im-
possible to devise a wholly unambiguous indicator. A
choice was made therefore, to indicate either excavation
or, in the other cases, the variability of the material. The
latter is both an abstraction from and an addition to the
information provided by the catalogue.1
Generally, the symbols ' ' or ' - ' imply that in these
cases the chronology is uncertain to a larger degree than
in others. However, settlements with an abundance of
native material or with a large number of sherds from
only a few types of wheel-turned pottery will also be
marked as ' ' or ' - ', although their dating is proba-
bly more secure. On the other hand, the find-indicators
do incorporate undeterminable but still datable finds.
For example, a wall-sherd of 4th-century Mayen ware or
a 6-ribbed Augustan flagon-handle will not be mention-
ed separately in the catalogue because they cannot be de-
scribed typologically. But, when no rimsherds of the
same wares have been found, they have been counted as
separate types and, of course, contribute to the dating of
the settlement. The same applies to other cases when not
only the type but also the ware provide useful informa-
tion (e.g. terra sigillata, colour-coated ware, etc.).
In general, except for settlements with only native mate-
rial, the indicators provided give a fairly accurate assess-
ment of the chronological information contained in the
finds. From the find-history of a number of settlements2
it may be concluded that only settlements in the ' + ' ca-
tegories permit completely reliable conclusions to be
drawn. In fig. 23, the type of site is also indicated, in
more or less general terms. For detailed information
concerning the character of a settlement in each of the
periods discussed, it is necessary to consult Appendices
1-5 and paragraph 4.2, as well as the (forthcoming)
chapter 8 on the typology of the settlements in the sec-
ond part of this study. Obviously, settlements which (are
supposed to) have certain characteristics in one period
may (appear to) have changed in another. For this rea-
son, a distinction is only made between civil and military
occupation, which automatically results in a third cate-
gory, namely, settlements which are probably or possi-
bly military camps of some sort or which were so during
part of their occupation history.
For the other sites, only the basic types have been differ-
entiated. These are cemeteries (including single graves),
hoards, and isolated finds.3
The chronology of the sites is indicated by horizontal
black bars, interrupted bars, and open bars. This is part-
ly intended to express explicitly - as far as possible - the
degree of certainty in the dating of each site, partly what
sort of finds it is based on, and also to convey a sense of
continuity or discontinuity in each case. A period cov-
ered by the wheel-turned and more (Roman) or less
(Merovingian) precisely datable pottery is always repre-
sented by a black bar. The same applies to other datable
finds, such as fibulae, coins (except in settlements),
stamped tiles, glass, etc., but their contribution is a rela-
tively minor one.
Interrupted bars indicate uncertainty, which may be of
four different kinds: doubtful attribution of some finds
to a site in a few cases, sometimes an uncertain dating of
the finds4, a questionable determination of the material,
and, finally, self-imposed restrictions on the use of unin-
terrupted bars.
The latter uncertainty is caused by the dating of some
comparatively long-lived types of pottery; for example,
the coarse ware cooking-pots Stuart 201 or 210 date
from Augustan times to well into the 2nd century or
even later. Our study has shown, however, that relative-
ly short-lived wheel-turned pottery types dated to the
Early-Roman Period (12 BC-C.AD 50) occur only very
rarely in ordinary sites in the area. Even from AD 50-100
1 Unless they have been excavated, this could not be done for
the sites in Brabant (see p. 129, note 25).
2 See chapter 3, 72.
3 These are not just stray finds, but also include deliberately
deposited materials. See chapter i, 18.
4 Especially in the case of ' ' settlements, where not or
hardly suitable material had to be used for dating purposes in
many cases.
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this sort of pottery is still unusual. Therefore, it would
be unwise to cover the period from 12 BC-AD 100 by an
uninterrupted bar when a site has only yielded Stuart's
types 201 and 210 and no other more positive indicators
for that period. In cases like this, the Early-Roman Peri-
od is not covered by a bar at all, or by an open bar when
native pottery is present, while the trajectory from AD
50-100 is indicated by an interrupted bar. As a result,
the Early-Roman Period is only indicated by a black bar
when definitely appropriate finds are present. Compa-
rable problems arise when the end of the occupation of
a settlement has to be determined. In many cases this is
fairly easy. When Niederbieber types occur, the end is
arbitrarily fixed at AD 270. When they do not, the de-
cision depends on the other finds. In cases where there
is a lot of pottery and/or a fair amount of variability (cer-
tainly the 'n' and ' + ' categories, sometimes the ' — ' one
also), the occupation is assumed to have ended earlier
than AD 270. In other cases this cannot be assumed and
therefore an interrupted bar will indicate that occupa-
tion may have continued until AD 270.
The Late-Roman Period lasts, by definition, from AD
27O-C.425. Because there is as yet no firm typological
'grip' on late-3rd-century material, the period between
270 and the beginning of the 4th century is not indicated
by an interrupted bar but by a continuous one in cases
when 4th-century material occurs on the site. The same
could be done for the earliest Middle Ages, the 5th cen-
tury, when Merovingian finds are present. Because it
turned out that quite a number of finds in the eastern
river area could be dated to the 5th century, a continu-
ous bar is only used when they are present. In fact, this
situation resembles that of the Early-Roman Period
which is also only indicated by a continuous bar when
appropriate finds are available.
All remarks so far apply to wheel-turned pottery and
other datable finds. In addition to that, we also have the
native pottery, which is always indicated by an open bar.
As is discussed in chapter 6.3, it is extremely difficult
and often impossible to distinguish between late-Iron
Age and later native wares. Consequently, in the latter
case an open bar will often cover the Late-Iron Age and
continue into the Roman Period in so far as no other bar
is present, resulting in a probable early-Roman settle-
ment on Appendix 2. When no other material is present
at all, this bar will stop at the more or less arbitrarily
chosen point of AD ioos unless, of course, the native
5 For a motivation, see chapter 6, note 202.
ware has been ascribed exclusively to the Late-Iron Age.
Strictly speaking, such sites should have appeared as
possible Middle-Roman Period settlements on Appen-
dix 3, but because the absence of the all-pervading
wheel-turned pottery in this period is judged to be more
important, they do not. It should be noted that, in quite
a few instances, the use of an open bar for datings based
on native pottery does not at all mean a less reliable dat-
ing. Many determiniadons as late-Iron Age pottery have
been confirmed by finds of La Tène glass bracelets and,
occasionally, by other late-Iron Age artifacts from the
same site. When such items occur, this period is, of
course, no longer covered by an open but by a black bar.
Fig. 23 Chronology of the sites. On the tables, the following
symbols are employed for the finds from settlement sites :
— Fewer than 5 sherds of datable pottery of different types
or other objects except coins
5-10 sherds of datable pottery of different types or oth-
er objects except coins
Q 10-15 sherds of datable pottery of different types or
other objects except coins
+ 15 or more sherds of datable pottery of different types
or other objects except coins
+ + Excavation
These symbols are, of course, omitted for sites which are not
settlements. The chronology is indicated as follows :
^H Period covered by datable material : wheel-turned pot-
tery or other objects
• • Idem, uncertain
I Period covered by hand-made native pottery
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4.2 TYPOLOGY OF THE SITES (THE LEGEND ON
APPENDICES 1-5)
An analysis of the different types of sites in the eastern
river area will be presented in chapter 8. Although the
analysis has already been completed, it will be included
in the second part of this study, because it is intimately
related to all reconstructions or models of (aspects of)
the occupation in the region during each of the periods
treated and to any hypothesis on diachronic develop-
ments. This paragraph will therefore be restricted to a
discussion of the differentiation which is already pre-
sented on the distribution maps (Appendices 1-5).
Although the stylized presentation of data requires a
certain amount of interpretation, it was decided to pre-
sent the archaeological data on Appendices 1-5 without
too much differentiation. This procedure is both neces-
sary and useful. It is necessary because the distribution
maps are not only Appendices to this study; they are also
part of the Archaeological Map of the Netherlands,
which aims at recording the landscape and occupation of
different regions during various archaeological periods.
This means that the information given by each map
should not be at a very high level of interpretation. This
should result on the one hand in the absence of detailed
reconstructions of eroded parts of the landscape and on
the other in fairly general indications of the archaeologi-
cal phenomena on that background. In this way, the
maps will remain viable for a longer period of time, are
adaptable to more and varied sorts of studies, and, as a
purpose in itself, they can exist to a certain extent inde-
pendently of the investigation for which they were first
devised.
The presentation of the archaeological data on the maps
should, however, only be as general as is absolutely nec-
essary, in order to give a meaningful picture of the varia-
bility of the archaeological record of a region. This re-
6 It should be remembered that such explanations are neces-
sary in any case, because no 'natural' differentiations are to be
found. Van Gifîen's famous motto Die Tatsachen bleiben, die
Interpretation schwankt represents an untenable epistemologi-
cal position, as was already observed by Glazema in 1950 (Van
Es 1976, 294). For discussion of the consequences of this 'nor-
mative' view, see e.g. Van der Leeuw 1974.
7 For a discussion of the terminology, see chapter i, 17-8.
8 For example, sites 296-303 could well be only one settle-
ment (see p. 117, note 23) and 382-384 and 539 may consitute
one large cemetery. The number of such cases is, however,
very limited.
quires a justification and explanation of the differentia-
tions which have been made.6
The basic unit used on the maps is the site.7 Although
many sites are restricted to only one findspot, there are
also many that cover some, or numerous fmdspots.
Whenever it was clear that several findspots represented
one settlement or burial site only, they were combined.
This does not imply that a number of sites which are
close together are considered to be definitely separate
entities,8 only that in those cases a possible association
needs further proof.
The main reason for this9 is, of course, that findspots
themselves are not meaningful archaeological entities,
suitable for further analysis. They become relevant (that
is to say: are recognized as an archaeological site) only
after interpretation, a decision as to what they are taken
to represent, which may include rejection or combina-
tion. On the Holocene river-deposits, findspots indicat-
ing settlement have always been combined when they
are located on the same ancient settlement soil (oude
woongroncT). Because of the limited size of most of
these,10 this implies that combined findspots are usually
within a distance of loom of each other, and only very
rarely further apart than 200-250 m. This agrees well
with excavation data from several settlements. Druten-
Klepperhei (214) could be as large as c. 200 x 370 m, but
other settlements like Rijswijk, with a maximum size of
c. 130 x 140 m, Wijk bij Duurstede - De Horden, which
measures c. 180 x i8om, and Heteren (93) of c. o_75ha.
are certainly smaller." For the Pleistocene deposits,
such convenient aids as ancient settlement soils are lack-
ing, but there is no clear reason why settlements there
should be of greatly different size. Therefore, findspots
closer together than 200-250 m have generally been
combined. The same distance was also employed by
Bloemers12 for the province of South Holland.
As far as burial sites are concerned, the situation is gen-
9 A second reason is the impossibility to represent all find-
spots on a map of this scale. A comparison with the map of the
Land van Maas en Waal published by Peddemors (1978, Abb.
15), which is on twice as big a scale and gives (mainly) find-
spots, will suffice to illustrate this problem,
to See chapter 3.5. Note again that the 'real' size of a settle-
ment in any period is not necessarily related to the size of the
ancient settlement soil.
11 Druten: Hulst 1978, 134-6; Rijswijk: Bloemers 19783,
Abb. 20; De Horden: pers. comm. W.A. van Es/C. Blomme-
steijn; Heteren: Hulst 1971.
12 Bloemers 19783, Appendix 8.
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erally rather simple, because most of the burials are
either isolated or occur in clear groups (cemeteries). In
only a few cases could burials indicated as separate sites
actually be part of the same cemetery, for then it would
have to be very elongated, alongside a road, such as 331—
332 (cf. note 214) and 382-384 (cf. p. 89 note 8).
Apart from combining several findspots into one site,
there are also cases where one findspot is split up into
two sites. This has been done to achieve more clarity, to
indicate that a site has been used for different activities
in different periods. Examples are findspots such as 131 '
132, where early-Roman settlement traces were found
together with a middle-Roman cemetery, or 499/500,
where 499 is a fort and 500 the civil settlement which (at
least partly) covers the same area.
From what has been said so far, it is evident that the sites
indicated on the map are already, albeit low-level, ab-
stractions. Their existence is determined by findspots,
which is in accordance with the requirements of the Ar-
chaeological Map of the Netherlands. There are, how-
ever, even at this level a few deviations, namely, hypo-
thetical and reconstructed sites. As mentioned before,
this study does not as a rule include finds of which the
findspot is unknown or uncertain. But there are a few
finds which were considered so important, that the
available data have been used to reconstruct the original
findspot and, therewith, a site. This is always indicated
in the catalogue, as, for example, for the isolated finds
22, 28, 30, 125, 128, and 427. In these cases, there are at
least the finds, or the descriptions of them and the places
where they were found, to justify the 'construction' of a
site. But this kind of evidence is not present for hypo-
thetical sites, so that their existence has been assumed on
other grounds." It is, of course, inconsistent to depict
these on the maps, but it was decided to do so anyway
because there are only three hypothetical sites (l8b, 37,
and 183), all hypothetical military camps, which are im-
portant in the evaluation of the military aspects of the
Roman presence in the river area. They cannot, howev-
er, always serve as a basis for further discussion, because
they are themselves in some ways the result of that dis-
cussion. The 543 sites included as such in the catalogue
have been divided chronologically over five periods, and
for each period a separate division into categories with
different characteristics is presented on the Appendices.
The main division is in each case between settlement-,
burial- and isolated-sites, whereby in particular the first
category may be further subdivided.
Settlements
The defining of a site as a settlement is not only depend-
ent upon archaeological material. On the Holocene de-
posits, the presence of an ancient settlement soil proved
to be of outstanding importance. On the Pleistocene de-
posits, except where stratigraphical observations have
revealed the presence of an occupation layer or features,
characterization as a settlement is dependent solely on
archaeological material. As a rule, all sites with a rela-
tively large number of finds have been termed a settle-
ment. 'Relatively large' is of course a vague criterion,
but it depends entirely on the quality of the evidence.
For example, a total of 10 sherds collected during 4 sea-
sons' walking over an arable field is less definitely indic-
ative of a settlement than the same 10 sherds collected
from a few mole-hills in grassland during one visit. Fur-
thermore, clustering of material and the presence of
finds such as spindle-whorls, loomweights, slags, querns
of basalt-lava, and the like are of special value in this re-
spect.
All in all, the minimum requirements for a site to be
called a settlement may vary from one sherd on an an-
cient settlement soil to at least a dozen or so in a field on
Pleistocene deposits of which no other data are available.
This last figure is in accordance with criteria employed
elsewhere14 but remains nothing more than an assump-
tion, which has no absolute value. It only represents a
point in time in the find-histories of sites in those differ-
ent areas, after which new finds generally confirm the
hypothesis regarding the nature of the site.
For the Late-Iron Age, no subdivision of settlements is
provided on Appendix I. Only site 165 is set apart, be-
cause it is a kiln.15 For the Roman Period, the different
settlements have been described in more or less neutral
terms, in order to avoid the use of the classical terminol-
13 These will be discussed in chapter 8, for each site separ-
ately.
14 For the province of South Holland (Bloemers 19783, Ap-
pendix 8): 5-10 finds; for Overijssel (Van Es/Verlinde 1977,
13): to determinable sherds. For Texel (Woltering 1979, 17)
the detailed survey allowed reliance on clustering of artifacts as
a criterion.
15 In this case it was termed a special purpose site, because
the kiln is not clearly associated directly with a settlement, see
chapter 6, p. 181.
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ogy (with concepts such as vicus, burgus, villa) which
imply a great deal that may not be appropriate or cannot
be substantiated without a detailed discussion. Natural-
ly, various propositions on this matter will be put for-
ward in chapter 8.
On Appendices 2-4, a primary distinction is made be-
tween military and civil settlements. This is merely in-
tended to mark the presence of the most important mili-
tary settlements and not to give an exhaustive account of
all the possibilities in this respect, because that would
imply even more interpretation than is already present.
No attempt, for example, has been made to show small
middle-Roman military road posts (stationes benefida-
riorum consularis). The military settlements are divided
into two categories: the legionary fortress (Nijmegen)
and other forts for the Early- and Middle-Roman Peri-
od, and forts or small forts for the Late-Roman Period.
As far as the civil settlements are concerned, the possi-
bilities for general subdivisions during the three stages
of the Roman occupation differ considerably. For the
Early-Roman Period, the only differentiation is between
large and small settlements, with site 417 (Nijmegen-
Kops Plateau) as a special case.
During the Middle-Roman Period, the size of the settle-
ments indicates at least a three-level hierarchy. First, the
city Ulpia Noviomagus; second, a number of large settle-
ments (always with stone buildings); and third, the
smaller settlements. The latter have been divided fur-
ther into those with and those without stone building(s).
A fifth category are the large sites that fulfil a special
purpose (trade and industry). For the Late-Roman Peri-
od, distinctions are again reduced to a large-small dichot-
omy, and the same is true for the Merovingian Period,
when specific military sites no longer exist. One kiln-site
has been indicated separately.
The distinctions which have been made involve rather
low-level interpretations, with the exception of some
settlements classified as forts. Apart from that, the infor-
mation used includes well-known interpretations which
have already been incorporated in the literature (such as
the Nijmegen city and fortress), supplemented mainly
with data on the size of settlements and the occurrence of
stone buildings, which are also standard indicators of the
relative importance of settlements.
Other sites
Apart from settlements, several other types of sites have
been indicated. As far as burials are concerned, there are
no important problems, with the exception of a few finds
of complete vessels. These have, as a rule, been taken to
represent grave-goods of burials, unless other considera-
tions made this improbable or doubtful (see the cata-
logue, for example, for the remarks on site 121). For all
periods, except the Late-Iron Age where it was irrele-
vant,16 a distinction has been made between isolated or
small groups of burials and larger cemeteries, containing
dozens or hundreds of graves. This distinction could be
misplaced in a few cases, because one or a few burials
may be the first indication of a large cemetery, but this
situation should be rather exceptional. Usually, after the
discovery of a grave, its surroundings are rather thor-
oughly probed to see if there are more of the 'goodies'
around.
Isolated finds may point to a number of different kinds
of sites, but only one is indicated separately on the maps.
These are the finds which have been interpreted as
hoards. All others have been lumped together, because
their nature is either debatable or they are stray finds,
and a further interpretation would be too detailed for the
map. In this way, the lost booty (or hoard, or offering?)
of site 125 is indicated by the same symbol as a probable
offering (120), dumped refuse (316), a sunken ship
(211), or a single coin (374).
Indications of certainty
Any inventory of archaeological material and differen-
tiation of sites ends with a number of cases which cannot
be classified in a .completely satisfactory way. Neverthe-
less, because theyBave to be classified in order to be rep-
resented, this introduces a degree of uncertainty into the
final assessment. This uncertainty, which is essentially a
lack of specific data, may be deduced from the way in
which the chronology of the sites is presented in this
chapter, and from the information provided in the cata-
logue (chapter 5). For easy reference, it has also been in-
corporated in the symbols used on Appendices 1-5.
Whenever some information about a site is judged to be
not completely reliable, that site is indicated as 'prob-
able'. In cases were there is a strong or a second reason
for doubt, sites are downgraded to 'possible'. Potential
sites, with even more or very serious uncertainties have
been omitted.
Uncertainty, or lack of data, may be due to several dif-
ferent causes. The most important source of doubt is in-
sufficient information regarding the chronology of a site.
16 Evidence on burials from this period is very limited.
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This problem arises especially where native ceramics are
involved. As is explained in chapter 6.3, it is often im-
possible to decide whether they should be dated to the
Late-Iron Age or to the Roman Period, especially when
the total collection is only small. This uncertainty has
been expressed in the catalogue by describing the native
pottery as LIA/RA. Settlements with this sort of data
have been indicated on Appendix i as well as on 2, in
both cases as a probable settlement. 'Probable' in these
cases therefore implies that perhaps the settlement
should not be included in one of the two Appendices at
all, because it did not exist during one of the periods in-
volved.
From time to time, the same problem is encountered
with wheel-turned pottery.17 In most of these cases,
however, the uncertainty does not result from a ques-
tionable determination of certain items but from the fact
that there may be doubt as to whether the (older) finds
were indeed found on the site involved. This is, there-
fore, a second source of uncertainty, which has resulted
in indications as 'probable' as well as 'possible'.
A third source of uncertainty is caused by the classifica-
tion of sites. Examples of this are the finds of complete
pots without further data, which are interpreted as
grave-goods of burials. In these cases, the site is classi-
fied as a 'probable small cemetery or single grave'. The
same problem arises, albeit in very few cases, with classi-
fications of sites as settlements at the basic level: are we
indeed dealing with a settlement? It occurs more fre-
quently where settlements are further subdivided. For
the probable or possible forts, large settlements, and set-
tlements with stone building(s), there is no doubt that
they are indeed settlements (except for the three hypo-
thetical sites). But there are not enough data to substan-
tiate fully the particular characteristics attributed to
them.
Apart from the factors which cause sites to be down-
graded on the certain-probable-possible(-reject) scale,
there are also circumstances which may give more relia-
bility to the proposed interpretations. These are some-
times rather specific, as in the case of the hypothetical
site 37. The existence of a fort near Kesteren is not just
a possibility. There are so many indications for a mili-
tary presence in the vicinity that the existence of a fort is
at least probable.18
More general considerations have led, for example, to
the acceptance of a number of settlements as Early-Ro-
man, although finds definitely datable to this period are
lacking. The reason for this is the relatively short dura-
tion of this period (half a century) when compared to the
others. Because of this, and the fact that imported Ro-
man pottery can be shown to have a restricted distribu-
tion, well-datable finds should be expected to be scarce.
Therefore, when a site is certainly occupied during the
Late-Iron Age and the Middle-Roman Period, there is
no reason to doubt its existence during the half-century
in between, at least as long as the site has yielded materi-
al which may be dated to this period: either native or ear-
ly, but long-lived types of wheel-turned pottery.
It should be clear that, for similar reasons, the same can-
not be done for other periods. For example, sites with
demonstrable middle-Roman and Merovingian occupa-
tion may well have also been occupied during the Late-
Roman Period, but it would be very unrealistic to take
this for granted. The gap between Roman material dat-
able to III A and Merovingian finds, which could be as
late as VII B or even VIII A, is too large to be accepted
without further evidence, even though there are mitigat-
ing circumstances to do so. It is quite clear that the level
of production of wheel-turned pottery, and the quanti-
ties which were imported, dropped significantly after the
Middle-Roman Period. Also, the number of recogniz-
able types is much lower and typochronologically less
diverse. Nevertheless, late-Roman, 5th-century, and lat-
er Merovingian pottery recognizable as such does occur
in the eastern river area, and its absence on a particular
site cannot be disregarded. On the other hand, it must be
admitted that this is practically the only category of dat-
able material, because 'late' native wares are unrecogniz-
able as such, at least at the present time. We are left,
therefore, with the dilemma that the gap cannot be
bridged without further evidence while that evidence,
even in the eastern river area, is not without its prob-
lems. The choice is, thus, between accepting late-Ro-
man occupation without proof or rejecting it on the basis
of arguments which are feeble at best. They are, how-
ever, the only ones available and, in view of the period of
time which is involved, should therefore be used. That
late-Roman sites thereby become underrepresented is
unavoidable.
17 See pp. 76-7 and the remarks on the dating of several
sorts of finds in chapter 6.
18 Cf. Bogaers, in Bogaers/Ruger 1974, 70.
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5 THE SITES: CATALOGUE
A number of basic data concerning the sites have been
listed in the catalogue. These data are presented under
eight different headings which are repeated for every site
but which need not all be present in each case. Headings
are omitted when information is lacking or when they
are irrelevant, according to the principles adopted in the
composition of the catalogue. These principles, and
those applied in the enumerations under some of the
headings, will be explained here. They may facilitate the
use of the catalogue and at the same time point out its
limitations. All abbreviations specific to the catalogue
are to be found in the list of abbreviations on p. 95.
Number and name
Each description of a site is preceded by its number and
name. Site names are composed of two elements. The
first is the name of the nearest village or town. Names of
municipalities have not been used, because these change
over the years and are generally less precise. The second
is in most cases a field name attached to the findspot.
Where such a convenient label was not available, street
names or other indicators have been used. Where appro-
priate, names correspond as far as possible to the tradi-
tional names of findspots used in older literature.
Situation
A number of different data pertaining to the situation of
the site may be given. For the geological situation, infor-
mation is only provided when it cannot be inferred from
the maps (Appendices I to 5). This is always the case
when a site is an ancient settlement soil. Also, informa-
tion on the topographical situation and find-circum-
stances may be given here, for example, when the finds
are suspected to have been found in a secondary position
or when there are doubts about the exact location of the
site as is the case with reconstructed findspots of older
finds. As already mentioned in chapter i, sites which are
certainly due to secondary deposition of materials and
sites which can no longer be located with a reasonable
1 See chapter r, 17.
2 See e.g. the remarks on p. 71-2, 76-7, 90, 163-4, and '79-
80.
3 These include the impossibility of counting sherds from
one pot as one unit before it was restored or, conversely, to
count the original pieces of restored pots, the fact that some
finds, which were unavailable for study, were mentioned in the
degree of certainty are, as a rule, not included in the cat-
alogue.
Excavation
The excavation of a site is listed by naming the archaeo-
logical institute responsible and the year(s) in which it
was carried out. When a site has been excavated, the
finds will generally not be mentioned in detail because
that would fall outside the scope of the entire study.'
Sometimes, however, a few of the more important finds
are included, especially when the information is not (yet)
easily accessible.
Finds
The finds have been divided into categories, as far as the
Roman pottery is concerned corresponding with estab-
lished groupings in pottery descriptions. The categories
are as follows:
(a) Terra sigillata
(b) Colour-coated ware
(c) Gallo-Belgic ware
(d) Smooth ware
(e) Coarse ware
(f) Other Roman pottery
(g) Coins
(h) Stamps, except those on terra sigillata which are
mentioned under (a)
(i) Graffiti
(j) Brick
(k) Other building materials
(1) Other Roman finds
(m) Hand-made (native) pottery
(n) Other native finds
(o) Merovingian (wheel-turned) pottery
(p) Other Merovingian finds
(q) Not precisely datable finds
As far as pottery is concerned, only the different types
are given, not their numbers. It was decided to omit this
information because, although important in some res-
pects,2 its inclusion would not provide essential informa-
tion and create several problems.3 Only in the case of
sherds which could not be exactly determined because
literature or the CAA without frequency of occurrence, and a
high risk of error because additions to the catalogue were in-
corporated up to the very last moment. Rough counts of all
items mentioned in the catalogue are, however, indicated on
the original site-data-sheets which are filed in the CAA at the
ROB.
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they were either indeterminable (most wall-sherds),
could not be traced, or were not studied for other rea-
sons, is an indication of quantity given as follows:
x = present, quantity unknown
xx = present, fewer than five fragments
xxx = present, five fragments or more
The pottery, some of which is dicussed in more detail in
chapter 6, is described in terms of existing typological
series. There is, of course, a measure of chronological
overlapping between these series, and that fact has to
some extent been used in the catalogue. For example, in
many instances Stuart's typology1 for the pottery from
Nijmegen has been adopted. The bulk of this material is
dated to the Flavian period. Therefore, fragments
judged to be significantly earlier or later are not referred
to by Stuart's type-number but by one from another,
chronologically more appropriate, type-list. For exam-
ple: not Stuart type 101 (St 101) but Haltern type 47 (Ha
47), and not St 203 but Niederbieber type 89 (Nb 89).*
Some types are always cited in one way only. These are
the following forms:
Delia. Large dolia are always labelled Hofheim type 78
(Hofh 78), 6 while their much smaller, smooth-walled
counterparts are labelled St 147. Monaria with a vertical
rim are cited as Haltern type 59 (Ha 59) for the early va-
riety and Brunsting type 37 (Br 37)' for the later one;
those with a horizontal rim as Br 36. Lids of coarse fabric
are always indicated as St 219, smooth-walled incense
cups as St 145 and the so-called honey-pots as St 146.
Bowls with inturned, thickened rims, the 'cork-urns' of
terra nigra-like fabric, are labelled Br i6C.
'Belgic' ware is generally labelled according to the forms
distinguished by Holwerda.8 Merovingian steep-walled,
bucket-shaped pots with everted rims are, in most cases,
described in Bonners9 typology as Bö D 9-12. This gen-
eral indication is preferred because a more detailed one
is almost always dubious or even impossible to deter-
mine for small fragments. Hand-made native pottery is
not described typologically but chronologically. As far
as possible, native ceramics, which are discussed in para-
graph 6.3, have been dated to the Early-, Middle-, or
Late-Iron or to the Roman Age (EIA, MIA, LIA, RA).
Late-Iron Age glass bracelets are described by the type-
numbers assigned to them by Haevernick.10
Collection
The collections in which the finds of the different sites
have been stored are only mentioned when the material
is in a public collection of a museum or society, or in
(temporary) storage at an archaeological institute, pend-
ing final publication. Other collections are grouped
under 'private'. The exact whereabouts of these finds,
and also museum inventory numbers, and the like, are
stored in the CAA.
Literature
The literature is cited according to the following princi-
ples. As far as possible, the original publication is cited,
obvious duplications of simple find-reports only once.
When a recent article referring to older literature exists,
this is cited instead, if necessary with additional publica-
tions since its time of appearance. For easy reference,
sites which are in the catalogues compiled by Modder-
man and Peddemors" are always cited by the site num-
ber in those publications. Discussions of special finds
from a site in more general publications, for example on
terra sigillata or on coins, are not normally incorporated.
Simple find-reports in Archeologisch Nieuws or annual
reports are not cited by author but by the abbreviated
name of the magazine, year of publication, and page(s).
They are therefore not mentioned in the references at
the end of this study.
Other data
When there are other data of special relevance to the site,
these are mentioned under this heading. They include
Ci4 dates, pollen spectra, etc.
4 Stuart 1963,1977.
5 Haltern: Loeschcke 1909;Niederbieber: Oelmann 1914.
6 Ritterling 1912.
7 Brunsting 1937.
8 Holwerda 1941.
9 Böhner 1958.
10 Haevernick 1960. 'Haev ?' means that the exact type is un-
known or uncertain.
11 Modderman 1949,1951 ; Peddemors 1978.
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List of abbreviations used in the catalogue12
al. alinea (paragraph)
Al Alzei (Unverzagt 1916)
AN Archeologisch Nieuws, in the Nieuwsbulletin van de
Komnklijke Nederlandse Oudheidkundige Bond
(NKNOB)
a.s.s. ancient settlement soil (see chapter 3.5)
A WNN (collection of the) Archeologische Werkgemeen-
schap voor Nederland, afdeling Nijmegen en om-
streken; the collection is currently in the MFB
Bo Böhner1958
Br Brunsting 1937
ch. chapter
Ch Chenet 1941
Curie see under Drag
Drag Dragendorff 1895. In cases where Dragendorff s ty-
pology is inadequate, other common type-indica-
tions (Curie, Knorr, Lud) are used. See Oswald/
Pryce 1920 for the general sigillata typologies
EIA Early-Iron Age, native pottery
Evelein Evelein 1928
GAS (collection of the) Gelderse Archeologische Stich-
ting, currently in the GMA
GMA Gemeentemuseum Arnhem
Gose Gose 1950
Ha Haltern (Loeschcke 1909)
Haev Haevernick 1960
HEW Holwerda, Belgische Waar (Holwerda 1941)
HKKO (collection of the) Historische Kring Kesteren en
Omstreken
HNW Holwerda, Nijmeegse Waar (Holwerda 1944)
Hofh Hofheim (Ritterling 1912)
Isings Isings 1957
JAWNN Jaarverslag van de AWNN (Annual report of the
A WNN)
Knorr See under Drag
LIA Late-Iron Age, native pottery
Lud Ludowici, see under Drag
MFB Museum Frans Bloemen, Wijchen
MIA Middle-Iron Age, native pottery
Nb Niederbieber (Oelmann 1914)
Ob Oberaden (Albrecht 1938)
ON Opgravingsnieuuis der samenwerkende oudheidkundige
instellingen in Nederland
ORL Der obergermanisch-rätische Limes des Römerreiches,
ed. by O. von Sarwey, E. Fabricius and F. Hettner,
Berlin/Leipzig 1894-1937
Pirling Pirling 1966, 1974
RA Roman Age, native pottery
St Stuart 1963,1977
Trier Hussong/Cüppers 1972
T 1-4 Types 1-4. These are types of pottery discussed sep-
arately in chapter 6; Ti-T2: 162-64, T3: 168-70,
T4: 167.
CATALOGUE
1 Ede - Veldhuizen
Excavation ROB 1968, 1971
Finds ig) sestertius Faustina, (h) LEG IM (retro) on
tegula, (I) 2 bronze statuettes
Collection GAS, ROB
Literature AN 1969, 35-36; JROB 1971, 2O-2I; Van Es 1973;
Zadoks/Peters 1976
2 Ede — Peppelensteeg
Finds (e) xx, (g) aes-4 Constantinus II, fm) LIA, RA,
f n} bracelet Haev 3b
Collection private
Literature AN 1971, 91, 126
3 Ede - Manen
Finds (a) Ha 8, (m) RA
Collection GAS, private
Literature AN 1970,68; Van Es 1973
4 Ede - Maanderbuurtweg
Excavation ROB 1971
Finds f m) EIA, MIA and LIA
Collection ROB
Literature JROB 1971, 19
5 Ede - Verlengde Parkweg
Finds (a) Ch 320 and x, (c) Ch 342, T t, (e) xxx, (g)
denarius Domitian, (1) late-Roman bronze hair-
pin, <mj RA, (o)x?
Collection GAS, private
Literature AN 1971, 126
6 Bennekom - De Kraats
Finds (m) EIA, MIA and LIA, (n) bracelets Haev 33, 3b
Collection private
Literature JROB 1972,95
7 Bennekom - Achterstraat
Excavation ROB 1970—71
Finds (g) as/dupondius (Faustina?), (h) Ex [GER INF]
on tegula, (1} bronze statuette
Collection ROB
Literature JROB 1970,14; AN 1972, 30; Van Es 1973; Za-
doks/Peters 1976
8 Bennekom - Kerkhoflaan
Finds (o) xxx
Collection Vereniging Oud Bennekom
12 Normal standard-abbreviations of literature are not in-
cluded here. These are listed on the inside of the cover.
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9 Achterberg - Friesesteeg
Finds ft) E R-E-F- -V- yxxn M- PRO-CLV-on tore (I)
two gold tores and fragment of a third
Collection Centraal Museum, Utrecht
Literature Roes 1947,1951; Waterbolk/Glasbergen 1955
ID Rhenen - Liistereng
Situation location reconstructed
Finds (a) Lud Sa, stamp MII[] IIDOI (see ch. 6.2.1),
Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2. i), Drag 33, fd) x, (e) x, (h)
CPCT on glass bottle, (I) bottle Isings 50, bronze
bowl, iron and bronze fragments, pipe-clay
figurine, (my RA
Collection RMO
Literature Pleyte 1877-1903 (Utrecht), 3-4 and plate I
11 Rhenen - Utrechtsestraatweg I
Finds (aj Drag 37, Drag 44, fb) x, (d) xxx, (e) xxx,
(1), bronze, iron fragments, (m) RA
Collection Flehite
Literature Van Es 1968
12 Rhenen-Utrechtsestraatweg II
Excavation ROB 1951
Collection RMO
Literature Ypey 19733,1978; Böhme 1974,185
13 Rhenen - Donderberg
Finds (b) xx, (e) xx, (m) RA
Collection private
Literature AN 1970, 154
14 Rhenen - Laareind
Situation possibly secondary location
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Collection HKKO
15 Rhenen - Laarse Berg
Situation possibly secondary location
Finds (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection GAS
16 Wageningen - Diedenweg
Excavation RMO 1927, BAI 1949, ROE 1980-1
Collection RMO, GAS, Nederlands Landbouw Museum Wa-
geningen, ROB
Literature Van Es 1964, JROB 1980, 58 and 1981,74-6
17 Wageningen — Diedenweg
Excavation RMO 1927, BA1 1949
Collection RMO, GAS, Nederlands Landbouw Museum Wa-
geningen
Literature Van Es 1964, 256-263, 295, 300-301, 305-307
18A/B Wageningen/Randwijk - Lexkesveer
Situation The finds from Wageningen (Westberg, site
18 A) are certainly in a secondary location. They
may, however, be related to a supposed castellum
near Randwijk (site i8B) of which no remains
have been discovered as yet. The location of site
18B is therefore purely hypothetical
Finds (e) x?, (h) EX GER INF on tegula(e?)
Collection GAS
Literature Janssen 1845; Pleyte 1877-1903 (Gelderland),
48; JRMO 1938, 5; Lonkhuysen/Oosting 1938;
Kramer-Clobus 1978, 521-4; Willems 19803
19 VFageningen - Nijverheidsschool
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Collection private
20 Wageningen - Hartenseweg
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Collection GAS
21 Wageningen - Quadenoord
Excavation RMO 1936-37
Finds ta) x, (c) Ch 342, x, (d) St 109, (e) Nb 89, Al
27, x, (g) 'Antonine'?, (m) RA, (a) Bö B, Bö D
9-12, (q) iron slag
Collection RMO, private
Literature Braat 1940, 29-35
Other data Probably round 2000 m ESE of this settlement,
near Heelsum, Merovingian burials were dis-
covered before 1881 (Pleyte 1877-1903 (Gelder-
land), 46). Their location could not be recon-
structed precisely enough to be indicated on the
map."
22 Wolfheze
Situation location reconstructed
Finds
Collection
Literature
(gi 246 denarii, Hadrian-Septimus Severus
Koninklijke Nederlandse Academie van Weten-
schappen
JMP 47, 1960, 89-91
23 Arnhem - Rosandepolder
Situation found during dredging activities, c. 75 % of the
finds clearly transported by water (rounded off)
Finds (a) Drag 37, Knorr 78, Drag 18/31, 31, 24/25,
27, 36,45i and xxx, (b) St 2, Br 5, xx, (c) HBW
27, (d) St 107,108, i ioA, i ioB, Hofh soA, Br
36, Br 37, xxx, (e) Nb 89, Al 27, Al 34, xxx, (g)
as Nero, (j) xxx, (k) tuff, (I) net-sinkers, (m)
RA, (o) Bö D 9-12
13 In an IPP student-paper, C. Blommesteijn has recently re-
constructed the findspot at the co-ordinates 180.63/443.15.
L
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Collection GAS
Literature ON 1953, nov. and dec. The Hallstatt D bracelets
mentioned in JROB 1973, 80 are probably not
from the same findspot
Collection GMA
Literature Pleyte 1877-1903 (Gelderland), 37-39
Other data The composition of the material from this site is
rather unusual
24 Arnhem - Het Dorp
Finds (m) EIA ?, MIA ?, LIA
Collection private
25 Arnhem - De gulden bodem
Finds f o) xx
Collection GAS
26 Arnhem
Situation exact findspot unknown, reconstruction fairly se-
cure
Finds (g) i denarii, Vespasian - Severus Alexander
Literature Pleyte 1877-1903 (Gelderland), 3
27 Arnhem - Gele Rijdersplein
Finds (d) x?, (e) x?, f m) LIA/RA
Collection GAS ?
Literature AN 1956, 19-20,1957,255
28 Velp-Het Laar
Situation exact findspot unknown, reconstruction fairly se-
cure
Finds (g) solidi and medallions Constantinus I - Galla
Placida, fl) gold bracelets and necklace
Collection Koninklijk Penningkabinet Den Haag, Cabinet
des Médailles Paris
Literature Zadoks-Josephus Jitta 1950
29 Velp - Dulkeshof
Situation possibly secondary location
Finds (d) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection private
Literature AN 1957, 52
30 Velp - Hervormde kerk
Situation location reconstructed
Finds (I) gold nacklaces and bracelets
Collection Museum für Völkerkunde, Berlin
Literature Janssen 1852, 161-180, Braat 1954
31 Velp - Hogeweg
Finds (m) LIA
Collection GAS
32 Velp - Grote en kleine Durk
Situation location reconstructed, secure
Finds (I) bronze wire fibula, enamelled plate fibula,
crossbow fibula, umbo, other bronze objects,
silver spoon, glass balsamarium
33 Rheden - Rhederhof
Finds (d) x?, fe) x?, (I) bronze vase
Collection RMO
Literature JRMO 1928, 57
34 Aalst — Nedereindsestraat I
Finds (d) x, (e) x
Collection HKKO
35 Aalst - Nedereindsestraat II
Finds (a) Drag 18/31,stamp MEBBI (seech. 6.2.1), (b)
St2, (d) St iioA
Collection GAS
36 Kesteren - Bandijk
Situation possibly in secondary position
Finds (e) xx
Collection GAS
37 Kesteren - Lede en Oude Waard
Situation The castellum Carvo (Carvone?) is not situated
south of the Bandijk, where an associated settle-
ment (site no. 38) has been found (the area indi-
cated by Bogaers/Rüger 1974,71). In spite of in-
tensive efforts, the exact location of the fort has
not been established. The most logical assump-
tion, therefore, seems to be that it was located
north of the Bandijk and eroded by a post-Ro-
man branch of the Rhine. All deposits north of
the dike are indeed post-Roman. At the scale of
the map, the indicated position of the fort should
be fairly accurate
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974,70-71
3 8 Kesteren - Nedereindsestraat
Situation a.s.S.
Excavation ROB 1968, 1977
Collection RMO, HKKO, GAS
Literature Bogaers/Ruger 1974,70-71, Hulst 1974, AN
1975,160-161, JROB 1977,32
39 Kesteren - Prinsenhof
Excavation ROB/HKKO 1974
Collection HKKO, ROB
Literature AN 1975,160-161; Wigcherink 1979
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40 Kesteren - Begraafplaats
Finds (a) Drag 31, stamps TVLLVS FE, C E R I A L I S - F ,
VIDVCUZF, Drag 33, (b) St i, St 2, St 3, (c) Ti,
(d) Br 5c, Gose 379/80, (e) St 201, St 218
Collection HKKO
Literature AN 1967,112, 1971, 36-37
41 Kesteren - dorp
Situation a.s.S., but the only Merovingian find is possibly
secondary
Finds (o) Bö D 9-12. There is also one vessel Bö B/C
reported 'from Kesteren', but for this find site
no. 49 is a more likely findspot
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 88
42 Kesteren - Peppelenwoerd
Situation a.s.S.
Finds (a) Drag 31, ( t j xxx, (d) St I lOB, xxx, (e) Nb
89, Nb 104, St 218, xxx, (m) LJA.RA, (q) loom-
weight
Collection GAS, private
Literature Kalee 1964
43 Kesteren - De Hoge Woerd
Situation a.s.s.
Excavation ROB 1960,1961
Finds (a) Drag 30, Drag 37, Drag 33?, xx, stamp
OF.CN, (b) xxx, (c) Girth-beaker, HBW 52, HBW
28, Br I6C, xxx, (d) Horn 50/51, Ha 59 ?, Br 36,
Hofh78,xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, St 2I3A, St
214, St2i8,xxx, (g) as Vespasianus, silver coin
Marcus Antonius, (h) stamp on tegula, probably
LXG," (j) xxx, (k) tuff, xxx, (I) fibulae, glass,
wall painting fragments, (m) LIA, RA, (n) La
Tène fibulae, bracelets Haev 33,3b, 6a, 73, f q)
spindle whorls, loomweights, iron slag
Collection RMO, HKKO, private
Literature Heuff 1905; ER in, 117, al. 4-6; AN 1960, 83,
1961,69-71; Kalee 1964
44 Ochten - Groenestraat
Finds (b) xx, (d) St lOçA, xxx
Collection GAS
45 Ochten - Heuningstraat
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) xx, (e) Nb 104, xx
Literature Modderman 1949,00, 119
46 Ochten - dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
(a) x, (b) x, (d) St noB,x, (e) Nb t i i .Nb 112,
St 219, T 3, x, (g) bronze coin Nerva?, (o) Bö
D9-I2
RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 117; ER in, n8, al. 3
47 Kesteren - Bergzicht
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (bj St 2, (d) xx, (il ]RA[ on jug-wall (m) RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 94
48 Opheusden - De Zeven Morgen
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 29, Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2. i), Nb 16,
Drag 27, Drag 31, Drag 32, Drag 33, Drag 39,
Drag 40?, Lud Tf, Lud Tv, Drag 44, Drag 45,
xxx, (b) St 2, St 3, Br 5A, St 10, Br 8A, Gose
226/227, xxx, (c) Girth-beaker, HBW 55, T i,
xxx, (d) St 107, Br se, St I29A, St 145, Br 36, Br
37, Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 201, St 202, St 210,
St 219,Nb 89, Nb98,Nb 104,Nbno,Nb in,
Nb i I2A, Br 22, xxx, (k) ADIVTOR on Br 36,
EXGERINF on imbrex, (ij ]c[ on terra sigillata
fragment, (j) xxx, (k) wattle and daub frag-
ments, (1) iron objects, fragments of glass, (m)
RA, (q) bone, a.o. horse and cattle
Collection HKKO
Literature AN 1969,68-69
49 Opheusden - De Kouwenoort
Situation There is some doubt about the relationship of the
objects, but a Merovingian cemetery seems fairly
certain
Finds (gl coins Hadrianusf?) - Postumus (in Merovin-
gian urn!?), solidus Gratianus?, (o) Bö Bib, Bö
B3b and possibly a third pot, formerly in the mu-
seum in Tiel (see site nr 41), (qI Bronze Age nee-
dle and razor, found in one of the urns?
Collection Municipality of Rhenen
Literature Jesse 1911; Modderman 1949, no. 92; Doorenbos
1950,2,1-22; Ypey 1962/63
50 Opheusden - dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) St 201, (m) xx, (o) x
Collection RMO, HKKO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 87
14 Pers.comm. J.E. Bogaers.
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52 Opheusden - Stijwaard
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Literature Op 't Hof 1970,11
53 Dodewaard - Het Hoge Huis
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) St 131, Br 36/37, xx, (e) St 210, St 218, xx,
(m) LIA, RA
Collection HMO, GAS, HKKO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 85
54 Dodewaard - Linge
Situation a.s.s.?
Finds (m) LIA
Collection HKKO
55 Dodewaard - De Logt
Situation a.s.s.
Finds f m) RA
Literature Op 't Hof 1970, 10
56 Dodewaard - Appelenborg
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) xx, f b) xx, (c) T 2,xx, f d) Hofh 78, xxx, (e)
St 201, Nb 89, Nb 104, xxx, (g) bronze coin
Nerva and/or coin Constantinus l?, (m) RA
Collection GAS
Literature ER III, 118, al. 4; Modderman 1949, no. 127
57 Dodewaard - Hervormde kerk
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) x?, (e) x?, (g) denarii Faustina and Caracal-
la, (!) tombstone with incription M(arcus)
TRAIANIV[S] GVMATTIVS GAISIONIS F(ilius) VE-
x(eramis) ALAE AFROR(um) T(estamento) p(oni)
l(ussit) in secondary position
Collection RMO
Literature ER n, 170-171, no. 281; JRMO 1889,42 and 1902,
28; Modderman 1949, no. 86
58 Hien - Nieuwe dijk
Finds f d) xx, f j) xx, (m) RA
Collection GAS
Collection
Literature
52, HBW 55, HBW 64, HBW 75, T i, T 2, Br i6C,
waster from kiln (terra nigra), xxx, (d} St i loA,
St in,St 1298, St 1328, St 138, St 147, Br 36,
Br 37, xxx, (e) St 201, St 202, St 210, St 216, St
218, St2i9, T 4, Nb89(a.o. late specimens), Nb
104, Nb 112 A and B, xxx, (g) 2 bronze coins,
barbaric imitations (Hid), (h) LXG[ on tegula,
(jt xxx, (k) tubuli, tuff, limestone, opus signi-
num. (I) glass, bronze and iron fragments, slags,
(m) RA, fo) crescent shaped rim, (q) loom-
weight, wattle and daub
HKKO
Datema 1976
60 Wely-Waalbandijk
Finds (a) xx, (d) xx, (e) xx, (m) RA
Collection GAS
61 Wely - Het Höfke
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 30, (b) xx, (d) Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St
201, St 2046, T 4, xxx, (m) LIA, RA
Collection GAS, HKKO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 8l
62 Opheusden - De Roeten
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a j Drag 29 (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 37 (see ch.
6.2. i), xxx, (b) xxx, (c) HBW 55, Br i6C, T 2,
xx, (d) St noA, St 1328, Hofh 78, Br 36, Br 37,
xxx, (e) St 201, St 202, St 210, Al 27, T 3, T 4,
Nb 89, xxx, (j) x, (l) iron ring, (m) LIA, RA, (o)
Bö D 9-12, (g) (pottery?-) slags
Collection HMO, HKKO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 77: Op 't Hof 1970, il
63 Hemmen - De Grote Wust
Situation
Finds
Collection
Literature
(b) xx, (c) xx, (d) St 107, xxx, (e) St2io, St
II4A, Br i6C, Nb 89, Nb 104, Al 29, T 3, xxx,
(k) wattle and daub, (m) RA, (o) Bö D 9-12
RMO, GAS, private
Modderman 1949, no. 83
59 Hien - De Wuurdjes
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 31, Drag 32,
Drag 33, Drag 38, Drag 45, Lud Sf/SMc, xxx,
stamp CILLVTIVSF(seech. 6.2.1), (b) St2, 813,
St ID, Br 4, Br 5A, Br 8A, Br 8B, xxx, (c) HBW
64 Hemmen - De Kleine Wust
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) Br36,xx, (e) St 210, St 218, T 4, AI 27, (m)
xx
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 83
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65 Randwijk - Hokkerde
Situation a.s.s.
Finds f m) LIA15
Literature Op 't Hof 1970,11
66 Hemmen — Gesperden
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) x, (m) HA, RA
Collection RMO, GAS
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 82
67 Hemmen - Lingehof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Literature Heldring 1838-9, 135-139; Havinga 1969, maps
i and 2
68 Hemmen - dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds fa) xx, (d) xx, (e) xx, ig) denarius Traianus,
f m) RA, (o) BÖD9-I2
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 79
69 Hemmen - Hemmermeer
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) Br 36/37, x, (e) x, (i) DEAE VAGDAVERCUSTI
SIM[P]LICIVS SVPEH DEC(urio) ALAE VOCON-
TioR(um) EXERCI[T]VVS BRITANNICI on bronze
pedestal, (I) bronze pedestal and lamp, net-sink-
er?, (m) LIA, RA, (n) bracelet Haev type ?, (q)
loomweight, spindle whorl
Literature Janssen 1844,270-281; ER il, 169, no. 280; Mod-
derman 1949, sub no. 78; Zegers/Zandbergen
1958, bijlage i
70 Zetten - dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature
(b) xx, (c) HBW27, (d) xx, (e) St2Oi, St2io,
Nb 89, Nb 104, Al 28?, xxx, (g) denarius Sever-
us Alexander, (m) RA, (o) Bö D 9-12
RMO
Modderman 1949, no. 59
71 Randwijk - dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds foj Bö D 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 72
15 After the digging of a drainage ditch in 1982, new material
was collected which also included Roman pottery (pers. comm.
R. S. Hulst). The data could not be incorporated in fig. 23 and
Appendices 2 and 3.
72 Randwijk - Ni jborgh
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (g) bronze coin Magnus Maximus
Collection GAS
Literature AN 1958, 55
73 Randwijk - De Hoge Asterd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature
(a) Drag 18/31, (c) T 2, (dj St 107, St 129,
Hofh 78, Br 36, xxx, (eJ St 201, Nb 89, T 4, (m)
RA
RMO, private
Modderman 1949, no. 73
74 Zetten - De Korte Stukken
Situation a.s.s.
Finds ld) xx, (e) xx, (m) RA
75 Zetten-De Hoge Hof
Situation a.s.s.
Excavation RMO 1933-36
Finds (a) Drag 29 (see ch. 6.2. i), Drag 37 (see ch.
6.2.1), Drag 24/25, (b) St to, xxx, (c) HBW55,
T i, xx, (d) Hofh 58, Hofh 65, St i toA, St i loB,
St 130, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, St
2148, T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104, St 219, AI 27, AI 28,
AI 29, T 3, (g) 3, illegible, (j) x, (!) fibulae, (m)
LIA, RA, (n) bracelets Haev 3b, (o) Bö D 9-12,
ff) glass beaker, (q) iron spur, tuff net-sinker
Collection RMO, GAS, RMK
Literature Braat 1937
76 Zetten - De Grote Woerd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) x, (e) x, (m) LIA/RA
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 63
77 Zetten - De Vergulde Bodem
Finds fa) xx, (b) xx, (dj xx, (e) xx, (m) RA, (o) Bö D
9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 58
78 Andelst - De Meeuwerden
Finds (d) Hofh 78, (m) RA, (q) wattle and daub
Collection private
79 Herveld - De Grote Woerd bij Rome
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 31, Ch 320 (see ch. 6.2.1), xx, (b) xx,
(c) Br i6C, xx, (d) St 112, St 146, xxx, f e) St
201, St 210, St 218, St 219, Nb 89, Al 34?, T 3,
xxx, (g) 'coins of Maximianus and Constanti-
nus', (m) LIA, RA, f o) Bö 09-12, xxx, (q) slags
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Collection RMO, GAS, HKKO
Literature Heldring 1838-9, 27-29; Janssen 1844,299-302;
Modderman 1949, no. 55
80 Andelst-DeHogeHof
Situation a.s.S.
Finds fa) xx, (c) T i, fd) Hofh 78, St 146, xx, fe) St
201, St 210, St 218, Nb 89, Al 30?, T 3, xxx, (j)
x, (k) tuff, (1) bronze bowl, (m) RA, fo) Bö D
9-12
Collection RMO, GAS, private
Literature Heldring 1838-9,27; Modderman 1949, no, 56
81 Andelst-dorp
Situation a.vs.
Finds (a) xx, (b) xx, (c) T i, Br i6C, (d) St 127, Br
36, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, T 4, Nb 89 (a.o. very
late specimens), Nb 104, Al 27, T 3, xxx, (g) as
Augustus, denarius (IA), as Nerva, amoninianus
Postumus, follis Constantinus I, (j) xxx, (k)
tuff, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (o) BÖD 9-12 (q) iron
slags, wattle and daub, loomweights, bronze ob-
ject
Collection RMO, GAS, HKKO, RMK
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 57; AN 1968, 54
82 Andelst - Huis Andelst
Situation location reconstructed
Finds (b) Nb 33C, (c) HEW 26C ?
Collection RMO
83 Herveld - De Woerd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (c) xx, (d) xx, (e) St 201, xxx, (j) x, (k) tuff,
(m) MIA, LIA, RA, (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection RMO, GAS
Literature Heldring 1838-9,25-26; Modderman 1949, no.
53
84 Herveld - De Heijmer
Finds (a) Drag 32, xx, (b) xx, (c) xx, (m) xx
Collection GAS
85 Herveld - De Legt (Moordakker) I
Situation a. s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature Janssen, 1844,297; Holwerda 1908,251-252,
nos. 157-166
Collection
Literature
(a) x, (b) St 12, xx, (d) Hofh 78, Br 36, xxx, (e)
St 201, St 2 to, Nb 104, xxx, (j) x, (k) tubuli and
cement, tuff, (m) LIA, RA, (o) xx?
RMO, GAS, HKKO
Janssen 1844,297-299; Modderman 1949, no. 54
87 Herveld - Tielsestraat
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (c) xx, (d) xxx, (e) St 210, xxx, (m) LIA, RA
Collection RMO, private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 49
88 Slijk-Ewijk - Hooge Brug
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) xx, (m) RA, fo) Bö D 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 19
89 Slijk-Ewijk - De Woerd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (b) St 2, (d) xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA, RA, (o) xx
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 46
90 Oosterhout - Hoog Essen
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 37, xx, (b) xx, (c) Br i6C, T t, xx, (d)
Hofh 78, St 138, St 146, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210,
Nb89,Nb 104, Nb 1126, T 4, Al 28, xxx, (j)
xxx, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, f o j Bö D 9-12
Collection RMK, RMO, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 45
91 Eist-Eimeren
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature
(a) xx, fd) xx, (e) St 210, Nb 89, Br 36, Al 28,
xxx, (m) LIA, RA, (o) BOD 9-12
RMO, GAS
Modderman 1949, no. 22
86 Herveld - De Legt (Moordakker) II
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (p) Merovingian sword, axe (s?), spur?, rings?
92 Valburg - dorp
Finds (a) xx, (d) xx, (m) RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 48
93 Heteren- Het Lage Land
Situation a.s.s.
Excavation ROB 1968, 1969-70
Collection ROB, RMO
Literature Heldring 1838-9,62-63; Modderman 1949, no.
67; AN 1969,4-5,1971, 2-3
94 Heteren - Polderstraat
Finds (c) HBW 52, (e) Nb 104
Collection GAS
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95 Heteren - Uilenburg"
Situation
Finds
Collection
Literature
(c) Girth-beaker, T 2, (d) Hofli 78, Br 36, Br
37, xx, (e) St 210, St 2I3A, T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104,
XX, f m) LIA/RA
RMO
Modderman 1949, no. 66
96 Homoet - Salingsbouwing
Situation a.s.s.
Fmds (a) Lud Sb, xx, (bj St 2, xx, (c) Ha 80, Ha 9iA,
Br i6C, HBW 55, T i, T 2, (d) Hofh 78, St 138,
Br 37, xxx, (e) St 20l, St 210, St 219, Nb 89, Nb
104, xxx, (i) ]VSA[ on jug, (m j EIA, MIA, LIA, RA
Collection RMO, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 21; JAWNN 1974,17
97 Homoet - De Hoge Woerd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (b) xx, (d) St 147, Br 36, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210,
St2i8, St2i9, Br 21, xxx, (k) tuff?, (m) MIA?,
LIA, RA, (o) Bö D 9-12, (p) gold coin tremissis
Metz monetarius Garoaldus
Collection RMO, private
Literature Heldring 1838-9,19-20, Modderman 1949, no.
47
98 Lijnden- Het Höfken
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 33, xx, (b) xx, (c) T 2, (d) St 107, St
138, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, Nb 104, xxx, (m)
LIA, RA, (o) BöD 9-12, (q) wattle and daub,
slag
Collection RMO, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 20
99 Eist - Grote en Kleine Zuiling
Finds (d) xxx, (t) xxx, (j) xxx, (k) tuff, cement (l)
iron axe, bronze strip, glass, 'mi RA
Collection private
100 Elst-Reeth
Situation
Finds
Collection
Literature
(a) Drag 31, xx, (c) Girth-beaker, (d) St 107,
xxx, (e) St 201, Nb 89, Nb 104, (m) LIA, RA, (o)
Bö D 9-12
RMO, GAS
Modderman 1949, no. 36
16 Because there were plans for a new ditch across this site,
a small rescue excavation was carried out in January 1983 by
R, S. Hulst. Its results could not be incorporated here.
IO2
101 Elst - De Wuerde
Situation a.s.s.
Finds fe) Nb 89, xx, fm) LIA/HA, (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 34
102 Eist - Alg. Begraafplaats
Finds (g) denarius Commodus
Collection private
103 Elst - Galgenplek
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a J xx, (d) St 107, xxx, fe) St 219, xxx, (m)
MIA?, LIA, RA, (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection GAS, RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 35
104 Elst - Brienenshof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) St 109, St 1 1 1, xxx, fe) St 210, Nb 89, xxx,
(m) LIA, RA, fa) Bö D 9-12
Collection GAS
105 Elst -dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Excavation ROB 1947, 1981
Collection RMO, RMK
Literature Bogaers 1955; AN 1956, 20; AN 1964, 130; AN
1970, 131-132; Bogaers 19703; AN 1980, 128;
JROB 1981,30
106 Elst - De Hoge Hof
Situation a.s.s.
Firnis
Collection
Literature
(a) xx, (bj x, (d) Br 36, xxx, (e) St 201, St 218,
Nb 89, Nb 104, xxx, (m) LIA, RA, (q) spindle
whorls
GAS, private
Modderman 1949, no. 37; JAWNN 1972, 16-19
107 Elst - Aamse Pad
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) LIA
Collection GAS
1 08 Elst - Snodenhoek
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) Al 29, xx, (m) RA, (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 24
109 Raayen - De Woerd
Situation a.s.s.
Excavation HMO 1929
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2. i), xx, (b) St to, Br 4,
—
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Collection
Literature
Br 5, Br yB, xxx, (c) HBW 52, HBW 55, T i, T 2,
xxx, f d; St 109/iioA, St noB, St 1298, St 132,
Hofh 78, St 138, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e) St 201, St
210, St 215, St 219, T 4, Nb 89 (a.o. very late
specimens), Nb 104, Al 29, T 3, xxx, (j) xxx, (k)
limestone, tuff, Im) LIA, RA, <n) bracelet Haev
3b, (o) Bö D 1-6, BÖD 9-12, Stampfuss 1939
Abb. 24-2, (q) crucibles
RMO, RMK
Braat 1937,23; Modderman 1949, no. 31
11 o Raayen - Het Höfke
Situation location reconstructed
Finds (g) bronze coin Faustina, (I) bronze handle, jug
and patera, bortle(s?) Isings 51; pots, jugs and
iron objects are mentioned
Literature Heldring 1838-9,143-146; Janssen 1844, 262-
264; Bogaers 1955, 20-21
in Elst - Groenoord
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature
(a) xx, fb) xx, (d) Br 36, xxx, (e) St 201, St
210, Nb 89, Nb 104, xxx, (m) EIA?, MIA, LIA,
RA, (o) Bö D 9-12, (q) spindle whorls
RMO, GAS
Modderman 1949, no. 32; AN 1957,183
112 Elst - Distelheuvel
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) xx, (d) xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA HA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 30
113 Elst-De Perk
Finds (g) bronze coin Antoninus Pius?
Literature BROS 1951-1, 2
114 Elst-De Laar
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 45, xx, (b) xx, (c) T 2, (d) xx, (e) St
201, St 210, T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104, Al 29, T 3, Al
27 (late specimen), (m) LIA, RA, (o) Bö D 9-12,
(q) spindle whorl
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 28
115 Elst - Laarstraat
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (c) xx, (d) xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 42
116 Driel-Het Vlot
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 75
117 Driel - Baarskamp Lizesland
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Ha 12,Ha i3,Drag29 (seech. 6.2.i),Drag
37 (see ch. 6.2. i), Drag 27 (a.o. very early speci-
mens), Drag 31, stamp VENICAR[ (see ch. 6.2.1),
Drag 32, Drag 33, Drag 44, Drag 45, Curie 11,
xxx, stamp ]OF L c VIR[ (see ch. 6.2.1), (b) St I,
St 2, St 7, St 10, St 2i, Br 3, Br4, Br 5, xxx, (c)
Girth-beakers, Ha 9iA, Br 16 C, HBW 28, HBW
52, HBW 55, HBw8i,T i, T 2, xxx, (d) Ha47,
Hofh50, St 107, St 109/iioA, St noB, St ill,
St 129, St 132?, St 138, Ha 69, Hofh 78, St 146,
Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e) Hofh 8iA, St 201, St 210,
St 216, St 218, St 219, T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104, Nb
II2A, Nb i I2B,xxx, {ƒ) 'fineNijmegen' pot-
tery, pipe-clay bulb (?), (g) bronze coin Augus-
tus with countermark, (j) xxx, fk) tuff, tubuli,
f 1) fibulae types Ettlinger 1973, nos. 45,4 and
42,3 and Böhme 1972, nos. 21 b and 460, glass,
copper plate, iron objects, oister shells, (m) MIA,
LIA, HA, fn) bracelets a.o. Haev 73, (o) Bö B?,
Bé D 1-6, Bö D 9-12, f g) loomweight
Collection private, RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 68; BROB 1951-3,3-4;
Willems 19803,347-8
118 Driel - Marskamp
Situation a.s.s. The site may well be part of site no. 117
Finds (a) Drag 37, Drag 27, Drag 31, Drag 33, xx, (b)
St 2, Br 4, xxx, (c) HBW 52, T i, T 2, xx, (d) Ha
48, St I loB, St 1328, xxx, (e) St 118, Nb 89,
Nb 104, xxx, (j) xxx, (m) MIA?, LIA, RA, (q)
wattle and daub
Collection private, RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 69
119 Driel - Ooijevaarsnest
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) xx, (b) St i, xx, (c) T i, T 2, (d) St 138,
xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, T 4, St 219, Nb 89, Nb
104, xxx, (j) xxx, (m) RA
Collection private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 74
120 Driel-Stuwdam
Finds (a) Drag 31, stamp PETRVLLVSF, (d) xx, (e)
Hofh 86, (i) x on Drag 31 and SALLIOS c(ai)
TVRM (a) s(olvit) M(erito) on flagon
Collection RMK, private
Literature AN 1966,100; 1967,26
121 Doorwerth — Doorwerthsche Waarden
Situation The interpretation of no. 120, sub (d) as an of-
fering to an unknown deity is probably correct on
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Finds
Collection
account of the inscription. The jug is severely
damaged. The interpretation of the undamaged
jugs 120} sub (e) and 121, sub (b), is problemati-
cal. They could also represent offerings but, be-
cause they have survived undamaged, an inter-
pretation as grave-goods from burials alongside
the limes-road following the Rhine is just as like-
ly
(bj St 7, (d) St 129, xx, (e) xx, (j) xx, fm) xx
private
122 Driel - Rijndijk
Finds (a) Drag 27?, stamp PE[]O ( see ch. 6.2. i), x, (d)
St i loB, xx, (e) x, (g) ist-century bronze coin,
(I) bronze fibula, iron spearhead
Collection GAS
Literature AN 1958,166
123 Driel - Oldenhof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 37, Ch 320, Drag 33, Drag 45, xxx, (b)
St i, St 2, St 23, Br 4, red-brown slip ware Hus-
song/Ciippers 1972, Taf. 20,16 (see ch. 6.2.2 for
a description), (c) Girth-beaker, HBW 52, T i, T
2, 01342, (d) St 107, St tioB, St in, St 129,81
138, St 147,Br36,Br37, Al3i,xxx, (e) 81201,
St 210, St 218, St 219, Nb 89, Nb 98, Nb 112, T
4, Al 25, Al 27, Al 28, Al 29, Al 30, Al 34, T 3,
xxx, (f) 'fine Nijmegen' pottery, (j) xxx, (t) iron
and bronze fragments, (m) LIA, RA, (n) bracelets
Haev ?, glass bead, (o) Bö B6, Bö B?, Bö D 9-12,
Bö D 16, crescent-shaped rims, xxx, see also ch.
6.2.7, (9) slags
Collection private, RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 65; JAWNN 1973,15-17;
Willems 19803
127 Eiden - Klapstraat
Situation secondary location possible
Finds (j) xx
Collection private
128 Arnhem - Malburgen
Situation location reconstructed but unreliable
Finds (1) stone with inscription HESCULI MAGUSANO
ET HAEVAE ULPl(us) LVPIO ET VLP1A AMMAVA
PRO NATis v(otum) s(olverum) L(ibentes) M(eri-
to)
Literature ER il, 167-168, no. 275
129 Arnhem - Immerlooplas
Finds (!) gladius, (i) XV (or 1.x?) on the tang
Collection private
Literature AN 1980,128-29
130 Huissen - Loostraat I
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
(ai xx, (b) xxx, (d) Br 36, xxx, (e) St 201, Nb
89 (a.o. late specimen), xxx, (j) xx, (k) wattle
and daub, (I) glass? (mj RA
GAS
131 Huissen - Loostraat II
Finds (a) Drag 31, stamps LVCANVSF, CATVLLVSF,
BOVDVSFE, Drag 33, Stamp MAININAF, (b) St 2,
BrijA,(c) HBW 52, (d) St noB, St 113, St 146,
xx, (e) Nb 104,Nb in
Collection private
Literature AN 1978,245
132 Huissen-Loostraat III
Finds (m) RA
Collection private
124 Driel - Hemelrijk
Finds Im) LIA/RA
Collection private
125 Driel - Drielsche Veer
Situation Location reconstructed. See Brouwer 1982 for
details
Finds See Holwerda 1931 and Brouwer 1982
Collection RMO
Literature Holwerda 1931; Kern 1962; Brouwer 1982
126 Arnhem - Meinerswijk
Situation
Excavation
Collection
Literature
104
a.s.s.
ROB 1979
GAS
AN 1980,30-32; Willems 19803,19800; see
chapter 9
133 Huissen - Loostraat IV
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), xx, (d) St I loA
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1980, 19
134 Huissen - Stadswal
Finds fb) x, (d) x, (e) x, (o) xxx, (p) scramasaxes,
spearheads
Collection private
Literature AN 1964,245-6; JAWNN 1974, 23; JAWNN 1982,
27-9
135 Huissen - Hazebergh
Situation Material found in secondary position, but possi-
bly indicative of a fort which may have been si-
tuated in Huissen; it may, however, also have been
transported to Huissen, for instance, from site no.
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194 on the other side of the present Panner-
densch Kanaal
Excavation ROB 1951
Finds (only a portion of the original finds could be lo-
cated and examined), fa) Gose 63, Drag 29, (see
ch. 6.2.1),Drag 37(seech. 6.2.1),Ch320(seech.
6.2.1), x, (b) x, (c) T i,x, (d) Hofh 50, x, (e) St
201, St 210, Nb 89 (a.o. late specimens), Nb 104,
Al 27, Al 28, Al 30, AI 34, Pirling 48, T 3, (g)
dupondius Antoninus Pius, (h) LX[G ), LEG xxx
VVP, VEX. EX. G. fNF, (j) XXX, (m) X, (o) X?
Collection GAS, private
Literature BROB 1951-2,4; Bogaers/Rüger 1974, 73;
Willems 19803,341-2
136 Angeren - Zakastraat
Finds lo) Bö B?, I pi glass beads
Collection GAS
Literature AN 1957, 183
137 Angeren - dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. I
138 Angeren - Kamervoort
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) xx, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (n) flint, (q) wattle
and daub
Collection GAS
139 Angeren - De Keulstukken
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) St 201, xx, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (q) wattle and
daub, slag
Collection GAS
140 Huissen - De Kerkelanden
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (b) xx, (c) T 2, (d) St 109, St 1298, St 138, Br
36, xxx, (e) St20i,St2io, 81219, T 4, Nb 104,
xxx, (1) iron object, Im) EIA, MIA, LIA, RA, (q)
spindle whorl, wattle and daub
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1976,29-30
141 Huissen- De Plaat
Finds (b) xx, (c) xx, (dj Hofh 78, Br 36, xxx, (e) St
218, xxx, (j) xx, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (o) Bö B, Bo
D 9-12, (q) loomweights, spindle whorls, slags,
wattle and daub
Collection private
142 Huissen - Bergerden
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) Ha 47, Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, xxx,
(I j glass bowl 1 sings 3, fragments of three bronze
fibulae, (m) EIA, MIA, LIA, RA, (n) bracelets
Haev, a.o. 73, (q) loomweights, slags
Collection GAS, private
143 Bemmel - De Heuvel
Situation a.s.s.
Excavation RMO 1942
Finds (a) Drag 18/31, Drag 45, Nb 240, xx, (b) St 16,
xx, (c) Hofh 104, HBW 28, T i, T 2, (d) St 109,
St i loB, St 138, Hofh 78, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e)
St 201, St 210, St 215, T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104, T 3,
xxx, (g) sestertius Marcus Aurelius, (I) bronze
fibula and handle, (m) LIA, RA, (n) bracelet
Haev 33, (oj Bö B, Bö D 9-12, (q) the kiln frag-
ment mentioned by Braat is probably a sieve or
cheese press
Collection RMO, private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 5; Braat 1949
144 Bredelaar - Imkershof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) xx, fb) xxx, (c) Br 16 C, T I, (d) St 107,
Hofh 78, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, St
218, Br2i,Nb89, Nb 104, xxx, (m) LIA, RA, (o)
Bö D 9-12, Bö D 16
Collection RMO, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 23
145 Eist - Het Hofstuk
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature
f c) xx, (d) St 147, xx, (e) St 218, St 219, i
(m) LIA/RA,foJ BöDo-12
RMO, GAS
Modderman 1949, no. 26
146 Eist - Aamsestraat
Finds (g) aureus Trajanus
Collection RMK
Literature AN 1971,35
147 Eist-Aam I
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature
(a) Drag 37 (seech. 6.2.1), Lud Sb, (dj St
iioB, St 138, Br 36, xxx, (e) Stzoi, St 210, Nb
89, xxx, (m) LIA, RA, (o) Bö D 9-12
RMO, GAS, private
Modderman 1949, no. 25
148 Elst-Merm
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (b) St 10, xxx, (c) HBW 52, (d) xxx, (e) Nb 89,
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Collection
Literature
xxx, f I) bronze and iron objects, (m) LIA/RA,
(q) spindle whorls
GAS
Modderman 1949, no. 40
153 Oosterhout -Griftdijk II
Finds la) Drag 18/31,Drag45, (b) xx, (d) St in, (e)
St2i8
Collection GAS
149 Ressen - Oudenhof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) LIA, (a) Bö D 9-12
Collection private
150 Ressen - Kerkenhof
Situation a.s.s.
Excavation BAI 1927
Finds (The finds from the collection G. J. van Olst,
presently in the GAS collection, have not been in-
cluded. With the exception of the umbo (?) and
probably some of the coins the origin of the finds
is obscure) (a) Drag 37, Ch 320 (see ch. 6.2.1),
Drag 31, Drag 45, Drag 51, Lud SI, xx, (b) xx,
(c) Girth-beaker, HBW 27?, HBW 54?, HBW 55, T
i, T 2, Ch 342?, xx, (d) Hofh 50, Hofh 78, Br 37,
xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, Br 9, Br I2C, Nb 89, Al
25?, Al 27, Al 28, Al 29, xxx, (g) x?, (j) xxx, (k)
tubulus?, (I) bronze utnbo (?) with Medusa-
head, (m) LIA, RA, (n) bracelets Haev 33, 3b, 73,
7c, (o) Bö D 9—12, fqj spindle whorl, wattle and
daub
Collection RMO, GAS, private
Literature Van Giffen/Evelein 1928; Modderman 1949, no.
9; Gehe 1958, X
151 Ressen - De Woerdt
Situation a.s.s.
Excavation RMO 1941, 1943, 1948
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 38, xxx, stamp
CIRRVSF, (b) St i, St 17, Br 4, xxx, (c) HBW 52,
HBW 55, T i, T 2, x, (d) St tii.St 138,81146,
Br 36, xxx, le) St 201, St 202, St 210, Nb 89, Nb
104, St 214, St 219, T 4?, xxx, (g) as Augustus,
bronze coin (barbaric imitation ?) Constantius II,
(j) xxx, (I) aucissa fibula, bronze wire fibulae,
silver plated bronze button, bronze needle, other
bronze and iron objects, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (n)
bracelets Haev 30, (q) loomweights, net-sinkers,
spindle whorls, kiln (Most, but not all of the
finds of the RMO excavations have been included.)
Collection RMO, private
Literature Braat 1949
152 Oosterhout - Griftdijk I
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
106
fa) xx, ( b) x?, (d) xxx, I e ) T 3, xx
RA, (o) Bö B 7-8, Bö 09-12, xxx
GAS, private
c, (m) LIA,
154 Oosterhout - Hoge Hof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 27, stamp DONTIOIIIC (see ch. 6.2.1),
Drag 45, xx, (b) xx, (d) St 108, xx, (e) St 210,
St 219, Nb 89, Nb 104, xx, (f) lamp with Christ-
monogram, {gj as Traianus (ij vv on Drag 27,
(1) iron spearhead, bronze and lead weight, (m)
MIA?, LIA,RA, (o) BÖ Dg-12
Collection RMO, RMK
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 44
155 Oosterhout - Waaiensteinkolk
Finds (b) xx
Collection private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 62
156 Lent - Steltsestraat I
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (aj Drag 45, Ch 320, xx, (b) xx, (c) Tl, T2, xx,
Id/ Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 201, Al 27, Al 28, xxx,
(1) whetstone, (m) LIA/RA, (o) Bö B?, Bö D 9-
12, crescent-shaped rims, (f) hand-made ware,
(q) wattle and daub
Collection RMO, GAS
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 39
Other data The finds include new material found by R. S.
Hulst early in 1983, when the Appendices had al-
ready been printed. The site should have ap-
peared on Appendix 4, where it is lacking be-
cause the earlier finds did not include late-
Roman sherds, and on Appendix 2 the symbol
for 'settlement' should have been used.
157 Lent - Steltsestraat II
Finds (g) follis Justinianus I
Collection GAS
158 Lent - Het Laauwik I
Situation a.s.s. The finds include unpublished late-Iron
Age/early-Roman material (pers. comm. R. S.
Hulst, 1983). The site should, therefore, have
been indicated on Appendices i and 2
Excavation ROB/IOGA 1972, ROB 1975
Collection GAS, ROB
Literature JROB 1972, 23-24; JAWNN 1972,14-16; JROB
1975,20-21; Hulst 1973
159 Lent-Het Laauwik II
Excavation ROB 1972,1975
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Collection
Literature JROB 1972, 23-24; HulSt 1973; JROB 1975, 2O-2I
160 Lent - Waalbrug
Situation The finds are probably in secondary position and
presumably indicate an eroded settlement on the
northern bank of the Waal
Finds (a) xx, fc) xxx, (d) St 109, St tioB, te) xxx,
fg) two bronze coins Antoninus Pius, (j) xxx
Collection private
161 Bemmel - Cuperswei
Situation Pleistocene sand
Finds Ie) T 3, xx, (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection private
162 Bemmel - Dorpstraat
Finds (o) Bö B ta
Collection private
Literature AN 1971, 125
163 Bemmel - De Plak I
Finds (d) xx, (m) RA
Collection Oudheidkamer Bemmel, private
Literature Bredie (no date)
164 Bemmel - De Plak II
Finds f b} xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA, RA
Collection private
Literature Bredie (no date)
165 Bemmel -DePlaklII
Excavation ROB 1971
Finds (m) MIA, LIA, (n) potters kiln
Collection ROB
Literature JROB 1971,20; JAWNN 1971,30-33; Bloemers/
Hulst, in prep.
Other data Ci4 dates of 2250 ± 55 and 2150 ± 50 BP, see
Lanting/Mook 1977,149
166 Bemmel - 't Hoog
Finds f e) St 210, (m) LIA, RA, (q) bronze fragment
Collection private
Literature Bredie (no date)
167 Loenen-dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) RA?, (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 52
168 Bemmel - Baal
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) xx, (b) Nb 33A, (c) HBW 55?, (d) St i toA,
Collection
Literature
St 1298, St 1328, Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 210, St
219, T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104, Gose 539, Al 27, Al 28,
Al 30, T 3?, (m) LIA, RA, (o) Bö D 9-12, (q)
spindle whorl
HMO, private
Modderman 1949, no. 8
169 Haalderen — Zandheuvel
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) xx, (g) republican as, (m) LIA/RA, (o) xx
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 7
170 Fileren - De Wildeman
Situation a.s.s.
Finds f m) RA?, (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 14
171 Flieren-dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) xx, ft) St 201, xx, (o) Bö D 9-12, (p) gold
coin tremissis Anastasius
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 12
172 Boerenhoek - Het Meer
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 201, St 218, Nb 89, xxx,
(m) LIA, RA, (qj wattle and daub, fragment of
lead
Collection RMO, private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 3
173 Flieren - De Lohof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature
(d! Hofh 78, St 147, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e) St
201, St 210, Nb 89, Nb 104, xxx, (m) LIA, RA
RMO, GAS
Modderman 1949, no. 13
174 Gendt - Angerensestraat
Finds (b) St2, fd) St noB, fe) Nb 104, St2i8, (ƒ)
lamp Evelein type Az, (h) EVCAR on lamp
Collection private
Literature AN 1977,255
175 Doornenburg - Roswaard
Finds (g) as Domitian
Collection GAS
Literature AN 1957, 213
176 Doornenburg - De Kemp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) xx, (m) LIA/RIA 107
WILLEM j.H. WILLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. 5 The Sites: Catalogue
Collection
Literature
RMO
Modderman 1949, no. 6
177 Doornenburg - De Woerd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (b) xx, (d) xx, (e) St 2i8/Al 34?, AI 28, xxx, (l)
fragment of marble, (m) LIA, RIA, (o) Bö D 9-
12, (q) spindle whorls
Collection GAS, HMO, private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 2
178 Gendt - De Hoge Hof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) xx, (e) St 210, Nb 104, Al 34?, xxx, (g)
coins, a.o. Valentinianus ?, (m) LIA, RA, (o) xx
Collection RMO, private
Literature Pleyte 1877-1903 (Batavia), 40; Modderman
1949, no.ig
179 Gendt-HuisteGendt
Situation a.s.s.
Finds Ie) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection HMO, private
Literature Modderman 1949, no. 19
180 Pannerden - Rijndijk
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) x, (e) x, (m) LIA, HA
collection RMO/GAS?
181 Pannerden - Lobberdensche Waard
Finds (d) x, (e) x, (j) xxx, (I) gladius
Collection GAS
182 Herwen - De Bijland
Situation All material was found during dredging activi-
ties. The castellum Carvium has probably been
eroded by a post-Roman branch of the Rhine,
but the finds, including large numbers of build-
ing materials (tuff, limestone, etc.), indicate its
original location. They should, however, not be
interpreted as an indication of the exact location
of the 'Drusus-dam', which was probably a little
further upstream
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974,90-92; Willems 19803,
339-40; chapter 3
183 Lobith - Tolkamer
Situation Reconstructed location of the 'Drusus-dam' on
the (reconstructed) spot where the Waal
branched off the Rhine. An early-Roman mili-
tary camp in the immediate surroundings (vir-
tually no early material was found in De Bijland)
is therefore also possible
108
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974,90-92; Willems 19803,
339-40; chapter 3
184 Feldhausen - Eltense heide
Finds (m) EIA, MIA?, LIA
Collection GAS
185 Didam - Aalsbergen
Finds (m) EIA, MIA?, LIA, (n) spindle whorl, wattle
and daub
Collection RMO, GAS
186 Loil-LoilscheVeld
Finds foj Bö D i
Collection GAS
Literature Modderman 19533,47
187 Loil - Loilscheweg
Finds (m) LIA
Collection RMO
188 Babberich - Kamphuizen
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) Nb 89, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
189 Zevenaar - Oud Zevenaarseweg
Situation a.s.s.
(a) Drag 37, (e) xxx, (j) xx, (I) fragment of
bronze fibula, fragment of bronze pan, late-Ro-
man bronze hairpins, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (n)
bracelet Haev 73, (q) spindle whorls, wattle and
dsub, loomweight
privsteCollection
190 Zevenaar - Steenfabriek
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 19533,47
191 Groessen - De Hogenhof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) LIA, (q) wattle and daub
Collection GAS
Literature Janssen 1844,230-231
192 Groessen-Woerd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 37, (d) xxx, (e) St 201, xxx, (j) xxx,
(m) LIA, RA, wasters, Anglo-Saxon urn (?), (o)
Bö D 9-12, crescent-shaped rims, (q) tuff, ba-
salt-lavs, wattle and daub, slags
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Collection
Literature
KMO. GAS
Janssen 1844,231-232
193 Groessen - De Hofakker
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
194 Loo - Loowaard
Situation All material was found as a result of dredging ac-
tivities. The probable fort at this site must have
been eroded by the Rhine
Finds (a) Drag 29, Drag 30, Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.i)17,
Ch 320 (?}, Drag 18, Drag 18/31, Drag 31,
stamps VENICAR[ and ivvi/, Drag 27, Drag 33,
stamps SEXTIM and rosette, Drag 45, xxx, (b) St
2, St 10, xxx, (c) Ha 9iA, Br i6C, HBW 55, Ti,
T2, xxx, fd) Ha 48, St 107, St logA, St lOcB/
iioA, St iioB, St in, St 115, St 129A, St I32A,
St 1326, St 138, St 146, Nb 79A, Ha 59, Br 36,
Br 37, Hofh 78, St 147, xxx, le) St 201, St 205,
St 210, St 2138, St 218, St 219, T4, Nb 89 (in-
cluding late specimens), Nb 103, Nb 104, Nb
II2A, Gose 539, Al 27 (?), Al 34, T3, xxx, <ƒ)
'fine Nijmegen' pottery (?), (h) QMR, QIMFN and
MR on handles St 138, ]XXIIPR[ and fragment of
square stamp on tegula, LEGXx[ ]AC on imbrex,
fi) ]MAR[onDrag27,]nzy[]v[]isonDrag3i, (j)
xxx, (k) tuff, (I) net-sinkers, glass, querns,
bronze saucepan-handle, sieve, belt-buckle, fibu-
la Van Buchem 1941, Pl.xxii-io, bronze wire fib-
ula, iron horse-trappings, rings, scissors and axe,
(m) EIA?, RA, (a) BOB l, Bö D 9-12, crescent-
shaped rim, (pj iron spearhead Bö A4, bead, (q)
iron knife.
Collection GAS, private
Literature Willems 19803, 341-2
195 Westervoort - Schans
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) xx, (m) RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 19533,47
196 Duiven - Achterstehoek
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 37, fd) xx, (e) xx, (j) xx?, (m) MIA,
LIA, RA, wasters, (n) parts of kiln, pottery-slag,
(q) basalt-lava, whetstone
Collection RMO, GAS
17 Most of the decorated terra sigillata and the stamps could
not be included in chapter 6.2.1. They were only available for
study for a short time.
197 Duiven-dorp
Finds fb) xx, (c) xx, fd) xx, f t ) Nb 89, xxx, (g)
bronze coin Traian, (m) EIA, MIA, LIA, RA, (q)
loomweight, slags, wattle and daub
Collection RMO, GAS, private
Literature Janssen 1844, 229-230; JRMO 1872, 5; AN 1958,
166
198 Duiven-De Eng
Finds (m) RA
Collection RMO
199 Lathum - Lathumse Waard
Finds flj net-sinkers (reused tegulae)
Collection GAS
200 Boven Leeuwen - Den Hogen Berg
Situation a.s.s.
Finds fa) xx, (d) xx, (e) Nb 89, xx, (m) LIA, RA, (o)
xx?
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 27; Peddemors 1978, no.
124
201 Boven Leeuwen - Riemsdijkse Bouwing
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) xx, (e) xx, (m) L IA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 26; Peddemors 1978, no.
"3
202 PuifUjk - Het Hout
Finds (c) xx, (d) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 49: Peddemors 1978, no.
"7
203 Puiflijk - De Langenberg
Finds f d ) S t i 32A?, Hofh 78, xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 46; Peddemors 1978, no.
122
204 Puiflijk - Den Bult
Finds (b) St 2, xx, (e) St 2IO
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 48; Peddemors 1978, no.
121
205 Puiflijk - Mariënhoef
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 47; Peddemors 1978, no.
120
109
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206 Puiflijk-DeHeuf I
Situation Pleistocene sand (river dune)
Finds (d) xxx, (e) St 210, St 2I3A, xxx, f m) LIA, RA
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 119
207 Puifli jk - De Heuf 11
Finds (b) xx, (d) xx, f e) xx, (m) LIA, HA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 44; Peddemors 1978, no.
116
208 Puiflijk - Kerkstraat
Finds (m) RA?
Collection private
Literature Knippenberg 1964,17; Peddemors 1978, no. 114
209 Druten - Roodhekkenpas
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (bj xx, (e} xxx, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (ni bronze
fibula 'of Middle-La Tène scheme', iron
'Ringkropfnadel', bracelets Haev 6a, 6c, 73, 7b,
bronze bracelet
Collection RMK, AWNN, private
Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 107,108, 109
210 Druten - Hof Westerhout
Finds (m) LIA
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 106
211 Druten - Boldershof
Excavation ROB 1973
Finds flj Roman barge
Collection RIJP (Ketelhaven)
Literature Hulst/Lehmann 1974; Peddemors 1978, no. 105
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 39; Peddemors 1978, no.
103
214 Druten - Klepperhei
Situation a. s.S.
Excavation ROB 1975-79
Collection RMO, AWNN, ROB18
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 41; Peddemors 1978, nos.
93-100; Hulst 1978; Hulst 1980
215 Puiflijk - Scharenburgsestraat
Situation a. s. s.
Finds (d) xx, (e) St 218
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 45; Peddemors 1978, no.
US
216 Puiflijk-DeHosterd
Situation a. s. s.
Finds (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 51; Peddemors 1978, no.
112
217 Druten - Gelenberg
Situation Pleistocene sand (river dune)
Finds (a) x, (b) Br 5, (c) T l, (o) Bö B ia, Bö B?
Collection RMO, museum Den Bosch, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 38; AN 1963, 2; Pedde-
mors 1978, nos. 90-92
218 Äff erden -Het Hoog
Finds fd) xx, f e) xx, (m) LIA, RA, (g) spindle whorl
Collection RMO, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 36; Peddemors 1978, nos.
86-88
212 Druten - Brouwerstraat
SiitiaiwH a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature
fa) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 18, Drag 27,
Drag 33, xx, (b) St 7, xxx, (c,! T i, xx, (d) St
I29A, Br 36, xxx, (e) St 210, Nb 89 (early speci-
mens), Nb 104, St 219, xxx, fg) dupondius ?, (i)
Aon jug sub d, fj) x, fk) tuff, slate, f I) gem en-
graved with figures of Victoria and Fortuna, iron
fragments, (m) LIA, RA (including waster from
kiln?), (o) Bö 09-12
RMK.AWNN, RMO
AN 1970,67-68; Peddemors 1978, nos. loi, 102
213 Druten-dorp
Finds (g) denarius, (m) LIA, RA
Collection HMO, private
219 Deest - Grotestraat
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil-survey). See site no.
220
Finds (a) Drag37,Drag 18/31,Drag3i, (b) St2, (c)
T I, HBW 52?, xx, (d) Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 210,
Nb 89, xxx, (jj xxx, (k) tuff, opus signinum,
fragment of wall painting, (m) R A, (o) rim
Stampfuss 1939, fig. 23, i
Collection AWNN
Literature JAWNN 1972, 11 ; Peddemors 1978, nos. 79, 81
18 Especially older finds (in the RMO) contain late-Iron Age
material which was not, or not convincingly (see Hulst 1978),
présentât the site of the excavation. For an overview of the dif-
ferent fmdspots see Peddemors 1978.
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220 Deest - De Hosterd
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil-survey). This site and
site no. 219 may constitute one settlement
Finds (c) xx?, (d) St 132?, xxx, (e) St 201, xxx, (j)
xxx, fk) tuff, (m) LIA, RA
Collection AWNN
Literature JAWNN 1973, 24; Peddemors 1978, no. 83
221 Deest - Vriesseweg
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil-survey). The site may
be part of the settlement constituted by site 219
(and 220?)
Finds (dj x, (e) x, (m) LIA/RA
Collection private
222 Winssen - Het Oude Veerhuis
Situation a.s.S.
Excavation RMO 1939, IOGA 1972
Finds (a) Drag 37, Drag 18, Drag 18/31, Drag 32,
Drag 45, xx, (b) St 2, St 5?, Br $A, Br 18, xxx,
(c) T t, (d) Hofh 78, St 147, St 146, Br 36, Br
37, xxx, (el St 201, St 210, St 218, St 219, Nb
89, Nb 104, Nb i2oA, xxx, (f) HNW 3jb, Ih) EXG
[ERINF] (retro) on tegula, Ij) xxx, fkj tuff, lime-
stone, opus signinum, fragments of wall-paint-
ing, tubuli, hypocaust-tiles, wattle and daub, (I)
iron key and fragments, a.o. knife, (m) RA
Collection RMK, RMO
Literature JRMO 1939, 5; Modderman 1951, no. 253; Pedde-
mors 1978, no. 73
223 Winssen-De Hoek
Situation a.s.S.
Finds (aJ Drag 29
Collection AWNN
224 Winssen - Geerstraat
Situation a.s.s.
Finds
Collection
Literature
(a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), (b) St i, (m) LIA/RA Finds
Modderman 1951, no. 22; Peddemors 1978, no.
70
225 Winssen - De Hosterd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 25; Peddemors 1978, no.
61
226 Winssen - De Grote Woerd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) xx, (d) xxx, (e) St 201, xx, (g) bronze coin
4th century, (j) xx, (m) EIA, MIA, LIA, RA, (q)
spindle whorls, (pottery?-)slag, wattle and daub
Collection GAS, RMO, AWNN, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 18; Peddemors 1978, nos.
58-60
227 Ewijk - De Wolfsdarm
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (aj xx, (b) St 2, xx, (c) HBW 318, T i, (d) St
109, St 1296, Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210,
Nb 89, Nb 104, St 216, St 218, xxx, (j) xxx, (m)
EIA, MIA, LIA, RA, (n) bracelets Haev 33,73, (q)
slag, wattle and daub
Collection RMO, GAS, AWNN, private
Literature Modderman 1951,no. i7;Peddemors 1978,no. 55
228 Ewijk-Ewijksche Velden I
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil-survey)
Finds (d) Hofh 78, (e) xxx, (m) EIA, LIA, RA, (n)
bracelets Haev 33,73
Collection GAS, privste
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 54
229 Ewijk - Ewijksche Velden 11
Finds (a) Drag 37, xx, (c) xx, (d) Br 37
Collection GAS
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 57
230 Ewijk - De Woerden
Situation a.s.s.
Finds {e} xxx, ( m J LIA, RA, (n) bracelets Haev 6c, 73
Collection AWNN, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no 16; Peddemors 1978, nos.
52-53
231 Ewijk - Ewijksche Velden III
Situation a.s.s. The finds discussed here do not constitute a
nucleated settlement but are isolated finds be-
tween and around site nos. 230 and 232, possibly
indicating some form of dispersed settlement.
fa) Drag 37, (b) xxx, (c) Br t6C, HBW 52, T i,
xx, (d) Br36, Br37, (e) St 201, St 210, Nb 104,
(m) MIA, LIA, RA, (n) bracelet Haev 33
AWNN, privste
AN 1971,1-2; Peddemors 1978, nos. 48(?), 49(?),
51
Collection
Literature
232 Ewijk - Ewijksche Velden IV
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil-survey)
Excavation ROB 1973-74,1977
Collection ROB
Literature AN 1971,2; JROB 1973, 15-16; 1974,9-10; 1977,
31-32; Peddemors 1978, nos. 47, 50
233 Ewijk-De Woerdjes
Situation a.s.s.
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Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 27, Drag 31,
Drag 32?, Drag 33, xxx, (b) Br 3A, xxx, (c) HBW
52, Tl, (dj xxx, (e) St 201, Nb 104, xxx, (mj
EIA?, MIA, LIA, RA, (n) bracelet Haev 33
Collection AWNN, RMO, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 15; Peddemors 1978, no.
46
234 Ewijk- De Hoge Woerd
Situation a. s. s.
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 15/17, Drag i8/
31, Drag 31, Drag 33, Drag 45, xxx, (b) St 2, St
4, XXX, (c) HBW 27, HBW 52, HBW 55, T 2, XXX,
(d) Ha 45, Hofh 51, St 110, St 129, Hofh 78, Nb
69?, Br 36, xxx, (e) St 201, St 202, St 210, St
218, St 219, Nb 89 (a.o. late specimens), Nb 104,
Nb i i2A, Gose 539, Al 27, T 3, (ƒ) 'fine Nijme-
gen' pottery, Hofh 26C, (g) 1/2 centenionalis
Theodosius and Valentinianus II, (i) x on Drag
27, (j) xxx, (k) tuff, wattle and daub, (I) glass,
bronze wire fibula, 'omega' fibula, iron and
bronze fragments, (m) MIA, LIA, RA (n) bracelet
Haev 7a, (o) Bö C 2, Bö D 9-12, (q) spindle
whorl, loomweight
Collection AWNN, GAS, RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 13; Peddemors 1978, no.
43
235 Ewijk - De Ooigraaf
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (aJ Drag 31, xx, (b) xx, (c) Br I6C, xx, (d) St
109, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, St 218, Nb 89, Nb
104, T 4, xxx, (j) xx, (l) iron knife, (m) LIA, HA,
(n) bracelets Haev 73, (q) spindle whorl, loom-
weights, slag, wattle and daub
Collection AWNN, RMO, GAS
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 12; Peddemors 1978, no.
42
236 Ewijk - De Blauwpomp
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil-survey)
Finds (d) Br 37, (e) xxx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 41
238 Ewijk - Den Alst
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) St 210, Nb 104, xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO, AWNN
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 10; Peddemors 1978, no.
38
239 Ewijk - De Grote Aalst
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 37, Drag 27, Drag 33, Drag 45, xx, (b)
St 2, St 10, Br 4, Br 5A, Br 6A?, xxx, (c) terra ni-
gra plates HBW 81 and 87, HBW 27A, Br i6C, T
I, T 2, xx, (d) Hofh 50/St 107, St uoA, St 131,
St 146, c. Br 35, St 138, Hofh 78, Br 36, Br 37,
xxx, (e) St20X,St2io, St2i8, 81219, T4, Nb
89 (a.o. late specimens), Nb 104, Br 20, Al 28,
xxx, (g) coins19, (i) IIII on T t (before firing),
VERVS (?; read by J.E. Bogaers) on Drag 45 or 43,
(j) xxx, (k) tuff, limestone, marble, opus signin-
um, small stones of a black and white mosaic,
fragments of wall painting, (I) iron fragments,
fibulae19, glass fragments, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (q)
spindle whorls
Collection RMO, GAS, AWNN, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 9; Bergevoet 1970; Pedde-
mors 1978, nos. 30,31; JROB 1981, 107-8
240 Ewijk - dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds lo) Bö D 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 8; Peddemors 1978, no. 32
241 Ewijk - Doddendaal
Situation location reconstructed
Finds (c) HBW 17, HBW 18, (o) Bö B 3b, Pirling 174
Collection RMO
Literature Holwerda 1925, 178; Peddemors 1978, no. 501
242 Ewijk — Schoenakerweg
Situation Finds from profile with two parallel ditches,
probably indicating a (secondary) Roman road
Finds (e) xx, (j) xx
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1976, 25-27; Peddemors 1978, no. 28
237 Ewijk - Woerd bij Den Alst
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (c) T 2, (dj xx, (e) St 219, xxx, (m) LIA, HA,
(o) crescent-shaped rim
Collection RMO, AWNN
Literature Modderman 1951, no. n; Peddemors 1978, no.
39
19 From 1980-1981, well over 300 coins and a number of fi-
bulae were found at this site by means of a metal-detector. The
majority of the coins dates to the 4th century but earlier coins,
including even a Celtic rainbow-cup, are also present.
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243 E wijk - De Aalst
Finds (e) xx
Collection GAS
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 27
244 Beinlingen - De Heuve
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 37, Ch 320 (see ch. 6.2.1), Gose 98-
104, Drag 18/31, Drag 31, Drag 43/45, xxx, (b)
St 2, xxx, ('cjHa9iA,Ti,T2, xx, fd) 811298,
Br 36, Br 37, St 147, xxx, (el St 20l, T4, St 219,
Nb 89 (a.o. late specimens), Nb 104, AI 25, AI 27,
Trier-Umbaukeramik 46A, xxx, (f) 'fine Nijme-
gen' pottery, (g j Celtic copper rainbow-cups,
Avaucia-coin, as (probably) Commodus, cen-
tenionalis Gratianus, 1/2 centenionalis Constan-
hus II, aes-IV Valentinianus II, sohdus Arcadi-
us, Ihj [VEX] BRI[T] on tegula, Ijl xxx, lit bronze
wire fibula, late-Roman bronze and silver hair-
pin, glass, lm) EIA, MIA, LIA, RA, f n) bracelets
Haev 33, 3b, 73, 7b, yd, glass beads, bronze
bracelets, <o) Bö C?, Bö D 9-12, (p) glass bead,
(q) spindle whorls
Collection AWNN, GAS, RMO, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 7; JAWNN 1975, 24-25;
Peddemors 1978, no. 25
245 Beuningen - De Mosterd20
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 37, (b) xx, (d) xx, fe) Nb 89, xxx, (g)
sestertius Marcus Aurelius, (j) xxx, (k) tuff,
(m) MIA, LIA, RA
Collection AWNN, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 6; Peddemors 1978, nos.
18-20; JAWNN 1981, 38-41
246 Beuningen - De Tinnegieter20
Situation a.s.S.
Excavation ROB 1980,1983
Collection ROB, RMO, AWNN
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 3; Peddemors 1978, nos.
21, 22; JAWNN 1979, 16-17; JROB 1980,33;
JAWNN 1981,38-41; JROB 1982, 32-3
247 Beuningen - school
Finds f pi see Ypey I973b
Collection RMK
Literature AN 1970,150-151; Ypey 19730; Peddemors
1978, no.15
248 Beuningen — dorp
Situation a.s.S.
Finds fa) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), xx, (b) St 6, xx, (c)
Br 36, Br 37, xxx, fej St 201, St 202, St 218, Nb
89 (early specimens), Nb 104, xxx, (j) xx, (k)
tuff (mj RA, (o) BÖD9-I2, (q) wattle and daub
Collection RMO, GAS, AWNN, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 2; Peddemors 1978, nos.
12 (partly),21 14,15 (partly), 16
249 Beuningen - Christinastraat
Situation a.s.S.
Finds fd) Hofh 78, St I29A, (e) St 201, Nb 104, (j) x,
(k) wattle and daub
Collection Municipality of Beuningen
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 13
250 Lienden - Reekstraat
Situation a.s.s.21
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 27, Drag 18/31,
Drag 31, Drag 33, Drag 36, Drag 44, Drag 45,
xxx, (b) St I, St 2, Br 48, Br 5A, xxx, (c) Ha
9iA, HEW 13?, HBW 52, Br 6, T i, T 2, waster
from kiln, xxx, (d) St 107, St I loB, St 111, St
129, St 138, St 146, St 147, Hofh 78, Br 36, Br
37, xxx, (e) St 201, St 202, St 210, St 2148, St
218, St 219, Br 17?, Br 20, T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104,
Al 29, Al 34?, xxx, (f) 'fine Nijmegen' pottery ?,
CO W on Br 36 (before firing), (j) xxx, fk) tuff,
limestone, (I) iron objects, a.o. key, iron frag-
ments, bronze fragments, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (n)
bracelets Haev 73
Collection AWNN, GAS, RMO, private
Literature Modderman 1951, 27 and no. i; JAWNN 1971,
14-17; 1972,9-10; 1973,23; Peddemors 1975,
nos. 72-74; Janssen 1975; Peddemors 1978, nos.
5-11 and 12 (partly)22
20 The Roman finds which occur on the northern part of the
'Tinnegieter' should be considered an indication of the most
southern extension of the Roman settlement on the 'Hosterd'.
The border between the two sites is more or less artificial.
Normally, they would have been considered one settlement,
but it seems that the Roman occupation was centred on the
'Hosterd' and that the early-Medieval occupation occurs
mainly on the 'Tinnegieter'.
21 This is a very long a.s.S. Roman pottery was found all over
its surface, but the spot indicated on the distribution maps is
the location of the main (stone) building, probably dating from
II-IIIA or IIIc. The MiA-finds are concentrated on a spot
more to the west (see Janssen 1975, aft. i; this is approximate-
ly Peddemors 1978, site no, 7).
22 Site no. 12 in Peddemors 1978 does not exist. The finds
originate from sites nos. 250 (LiA-bracelets) and 248 (pottery).
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251 Molenemd - De Oude Hof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 33, (d) Br 36/37, (e) St 210, St 219,
Nb 89, Nb i i2A, xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 109; Peddemors 1978, no.
389
252 Blauwesluis — Munnikkenwoerd
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) St 147, xx, f e) St 210, St 216, Nb 104, <m)
LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 114; Peddemors 1978, no.
388
253 Altforst - dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 119; Peddemors 1978, no.
392
254 Altforst - Heppert
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Collection HMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 120; Peddemors 1978, no.
391
255 Altforst - De Hoge Varen
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (b) xx, (c) xx, (e) xxx, (m) MIA, LIA/RA, (o) Bö
D 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1978,00. 121; Peddemors 1978, no.
390
256 Horssen - De Hoge Beemdert
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (e) xx, (m) LIA, RA, (q) slag
Collection AWNN, RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 58; Peddemors 1978, nos.
381,382
257 Laak - De Kwaden Bongerd
Situation a.s.s. The location is not on the reconstructed
river system and may be due to favorable local
circumstances. It is also possible that the maps
used for the reconstruction are not adequate at
this point.
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 57; Peddemors 1978, no.
380
258 Horssen-west
Finds (b) xx, (e) xx, (m} LIA/RA
Collection RMO, GAS
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 53; Peddemors 1978, no.
353
259 Horssen - oost
Finds (c) T 2, (d) xx, fej St 201, (m) LIA/RA, (o) Bö
D 9-I2
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 52; Peddemors 1978, no.
352
260 Horssen - Het Hooge Veld
Finds Id) xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 54; Peddemors 1978, no.
351
261 Horssen - Het Sunten
Finds (a) xx, (b) xx, (c) xx, Id) Hofh 78, St 138, Br
37, xx, (e) St 210, T 4, Nb 89 (a.o. late speci-
men), Nb 104, (lj iron fragments, (m) MIA, LIA,
RA, (n) bracelets Haev 3b and 73, (q) slags
Collection RMO, AWNN, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 68; Peddemors 1978, no.
343-345
262 Molenhoek - west
Finds (c) T 2, (e) St 201, Nb 89, xx, (m) LIA?, RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 55; Peddemors 1978, no.
350
263 Molenhoek - Kloosterweg
Finds (b) Br 3A, Br 78
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 349
264 Molenhoek - oost
Finds (b) xx, (d) Br 37, (e) St 201, St 219, xx, (m)
LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 56; Peddemors 1978, no.
348
265 Afferden - Schriksestraat
Finds (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection private
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266 Horssen - De Kloosterberg
Situation Pleistocene sand (river dune)
Finds (e) St 201, xx, (g) coins, a.o. Faustina, ( m) LIA/
RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 59; Peddemors 1978, no.
346
267 Bergharen - De Galgenberg
Finds r»,) Bö D 9-12
Collection Municipality of Bergharen
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 341
268 Bergharen - De Horst
Finds (o; Bö D 9-12
Collection GAS
269 Bergharen - De Bergen
Finds (d) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Literature AN 1964, 271; Peddemors 1978, nos. 330-331
270 Bergharen - Wijkse Veld
Situation Large settlement; the indicated spot is approxi-
mately in the center
Finds (a) Drag 37?, Ch 320?, Drag 33, Drag 44?, Drag
45, xx, (b) St 2, Br 4, xxx, (c)Ti, xx, (d) Hofh
78, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, St 216,
St 219, Nb 89, Nb 104, Nb ni, AI 27, Al 28, Al
29, Trier Umbaukeramik 39, T 3, (i) x on jug
sub d, (I) iron, bronze and lead objects and frag-
ments, (m) EIA, MIA, LIA, RA, (n) bracelets
Haev 3b and 73, bronze fibula of Early-La Tène
scheme, bronze swans-neck pin, (o) Bö D 9—12,
(q) loomweight, slags, crucible, wattle and daub
Collection AWNN, RMO, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 64; Peddemors 1978, nos.
322-329
271 Bergharen - Molenstraat
Finds (o) BOB?,BöDg-12
Collection GAS
Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 332-333
272 Bergharen - De Gerstkamp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds fa} Drag 31, xx, (b) xxx, (c) Br i6C, T 2, (d)
Hofh 78, St 1328, St 138?, St 147, xxx, (e) St
201?, St 210, St 217, St 218, Nb 89, Nb 104, Al
27, (m) LIA, RA, (n) bracelet Haev ?a, (o) Bö D
9-12
Collection AWNN, RMO, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 72; Peddemors 1978, nos.
376-377
273 Hemen-De Hofstede
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (d) xx, (e) St 201, Nb 89, xxx, (m) LIA, RA
Collection RMO, AWNN
Literature Modderman 1951, nos. 66-67; Peddemors 1978,
nos. 373-375
274 Hernen - Het Lang Stuk
Finds fgj sestertius Septimus Severus
Collection private
Literature Bogaers 1973-74; Peddemors 1978, no. 372
275 Hernen - De Wijnakker
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil survey)
Finds (a) Drag 37, Drag 27?, Drag 31, Drag 45, xxx,
(b) St 2, Br 5A, xxx, fcj HBW 52, HEW 81, T I,
T 2, (dj St 107, St noB, St m,Sti29A, Hofh
78, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, St 218,
St 219, Br 21, T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104, xx, (j) xxx,
(k) tuff (I) bronze wire fibula, bronze pin, iron
fragments, (ml LIA, RA, (n) bracelets Haev. a.o.
33,3b, 73, glass beads
Collection AWNN, private
Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 369-371
276 Hernen - De Schrebbelaar
Finds (g) sestertius Hadrian
Collection MFB
277 Batenburg - dorp
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (g) several coins Vespasian-Severus Alexander?,
(tn) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 108; Peddemors 1978,
nos. 378-379
278 Lienden - Kapelhof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds Ic) Br i6C, (d) xx, (el St 201, xx, (m) LIA/BA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 106; Peddemors 1978, no.
361
279 Lienden - In de Hammen
Situation Pleistocene sand (river dune)
Finds tej xx, (m) LIA/RA, (o) BöD 9-12
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 105; Peddemors 1978, no.
359
280 Lienden - Polder Neerveld
Situation a.s.s.? (not recorded by soil-survey)
Finds (a) Drag 27, Drag 31, (b) St 2, xxx, (c) Br i6C,
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Collection
Literature
T 2, (d) Br 36, Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210,
T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104, xxx, (j) xx, (m) LIA, RA,
(n) bracelet(s) Haev?, (q) loomweight
AWNN, private
Peddemors 1978, no. 368
Collection
Literature
private
Peddemors 1978, no. 318
281 Hemen - Leursche Veld
Finds (e) xx
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 63; Peddemors 1978, no.
367
282 Lienden - Overloonse Hof
Finds (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 62; Peddemors 1978, no.
366
283 Lienden - De Fleerde
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (a) Drag 37, Ch 320?, Drag 31, xx, (b) red-
brown slip ware, see ch. 6.2.2, xxx, (c) T i, T 2,
Al 24, (dj Br 36, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, T 4, Nb
89 (a.o. late specimens), Al 29, xxx, (j) xx, (l)
pipe-clay statuette ?, (m) MIA, LIA, RA, (oj Bö D
9-12, (q) spindle whorl
Collection AWNN, RMO, private
Literature Modderman 195r, no. 60; Peddemors 1978, no.
363-364
284 Leur - dorp
Situation Pleistocene sand (river dune)
Finds (c) xx, (e) xx, (I) Isings 3, (m) LIA, RA
Collection RMO, AWNN
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 71; Peddemors 1978, no.
3°3,305
285 Leur - watertoren
Situation No a.s.s. recorded by soil survey. Propably on
river dune
Finds (d) xx, (ej xx, (m) LIA, RA, (n) bracelet Haev ?
Collection AWNN, private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 302
286 Hernen - Den Dries
Finds (m) LIA
Collection AWNN
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 319
287 Hernen - dorp
Finds
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to) Bö B ia, Bö B ib, biconical urn cf. Faider-
Feytmans 1970, PI. 89, 57, Bö D io/11, barrel-
shaped urn cf. Van Es 1964, PI. 89, i, hand-made
urn, (p) axes, spearhead(s)
288 Hernen-DeLoffertI
Finds (m) MIA, LIA, (n) bracelet Haev 73
Collection AWNN
Literature Peddemors 1978^0.314-316
289 Hernen - De Loffert II
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2. i), Drag 18/31, Drag 31,
Drag 33, Drag 38?, Drag 45, Ch ?, (b) St 6?, St
io, Br 5, Br 25A, xxx, (c) HBwSi, Br 19, T i,
xx, (d) Hofh 78, St 138, Br 37, xxx, (e) St 201,
St 210, St 216, St 218, St 219, T 4, Nb 89, Nb
104, Nb 105, Al ?, xxx, (j) xxx, (I) lead frag-
ment, iron key and fragments, (m) MIA, LIA, RA,
(n) bracelet Haev 73, (q) slag
Collection AWNN, private
Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 311-313
290 Hernen-De Loffert III
Finds (a) Drag 31, (b) xx, (c) HEW 46, T I, (d) Br 37,
xxx, (e) St 2OI, xx, (j) xxx, (I) iron ring and
fragments, Im) LIA, RA, (n) bracelet Haev 33
Collection AWNN
Literature JAWNN 1974, 18-20; Peddemors 1978, nos. 109,
no
291 Hernen - De Loffert IV
Finds (a) Ch ?, xx, (b) St 2, xxx, (c) HBW 52, Tl, T 2,
(d) Hofh 78, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e) St zoi, St
210, T 4, Gose 483?, Br 21, Nb 104, Al 27, T 3,
xxx, (j) xxx, (k) tuff, (I) iron fragments, (m)
LIA, RA, (o) Bö B?, Bö D 9-12, (q) slag
Collection AWNN
Literature JAWNN 1975, 26-27; Peddemors 1978, no. 307
292 Leur - De Galgenberg
Finds (a) Déch 67 (??), stamp OF. CABA. AP+ (of. G
SÂÏ-. Apfi), Drag 18/31, stamp MOXIVSF, Drag
31, stamps SABiNvs and SA(binus), xx, (b) St i,
St 2, (c) HBW 13, HBW 14, HBW 28, HEW 29A,
HBW 8ii, Ch 342, (d) xx, (e) St 2I3A, xx, (g)
follis Constantinus II, follis Constantinus, (h)
iixil on HBW 8ii, (1) bronze wire fibula, tutulus
fibula, small bronze and iron fragments, (m) RA
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1972,8; Haalebos a.o. 1976,82; Pedde-
mors 1978, no. 301
293 Wijchen - Wezelsche berg23
Finds (I) iron spearhead
Collection private
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294 Wezel - Het Goor I
Finds (cj xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA (n) bracelets Haev ?
Collection HMO, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 93; Peddemors 1978, no.
277
295 Wezel - Het Goor II
Finds (aJ Drag 29 (see Ch. 6.2. i), Drag 37, xx, (b) St
2, Br 5, xxx, (d) St I29A, St 138, Br 36, xxx, te)
St 201, St 210, St 219, Nb 89, Nb 104, xxx, (m)
LIA/RA
Collection AWNN
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 276
296 Wijchen - Achterlo I23
Finds (b) xx, (c) HBW gi, xx, (d) Hofh 78, St 138, (i)
FORT (is or unatus) on St 138 (before firing), (m)
LIA, RA (n) bracelets Haev 33,3b, 73, yb, 7d,
glass beads, bronze buckle as in Germania 30,
I952) 335, 'Nauheimer' fibula, (q) slag
Collection AWNN, private
Literature JAWNN 1972,7; Peddemors 1978, no. 289
297 Wijchen - Achterlo II23
Finds fn) bracelet Haev 73
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 290
298 Wijchen- De Pas, Passerot I23
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 32, Drag 33,
Drag 44, Drag 45, xxx, !b) St ^ , St 10, Br 3A, Br
5, Nb 33C?, xxx, (c) HBW 55C, T i, xxx, see also
sub/, (d) St 107, St 109, St noB, St I29A, St
1296, St 138, Hofh 78, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, fe) St
201, St 210, St 218, St 219, T 4, Nb 89 (a.o. early
specimens), Nb 104, Nb iiiA, Nb H2A,Gose
505, Al 27, xxx, (f) rimsherd of terra rubra like
pottery, form Hofh 5, (h) VEX-B[RIT] and [LEG
23 The settlement sites 296, 298, 299, 300, 301, and 302, to-
gether with the isolated finds 293,297, and 303, which are very
close together and except for the last three sites already combi-
nations of fmdspots (see also Peddemors 1978), might consti-
tute one large settlement. The nucleus of this settlement could
have shifted somewhat through time, because there are clear
differences in the dating of the various sites. Alternative expla-
nations would be the growing together of two or more settle-
ments or the filling-in of space between isolated farmsteads.
The entire conglomerate of sites probably had a continuous oc-
cupation from the Early-Bronze Age (Janssen/Tuyn 1972) to
the Early-Middle Ages (with a possible hiatus in the Late-
Bronze Age).
Collection
Literature
xx] X s(everianae) A(lexandrianae) on tegulae, (i)
x on Br 36, xn on coarse ware, (j) xxx, (k) tuff,
(i) iron key and fragments, (window-)glass,
bronze buckle, late-Roman hairpin, (m) RA
MFB, AWNN, private
JAWNN 1971, i I-I2; Janssen/Tuyn 1972;
Bogaers 1972; Peddemors 1978, nos. 293, 294
299 Wijchen - De Pas, Passerot IP3
Finds (a) Drag 37, Drag 18/31, Drag 31, Drag 27,
Drag 33, Drag 45, xxx, (b) St 2, Br 4, Nb 38,
xxx, (c) Ha 9iA, T i, xx, (d) Hofh 78, St 138,
Br36, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, 81219, Nb 89,
Nb 104, xxx, (f) 'fine Nijmegen' pottery, (g) 5
denarii of Nerva, Hadrianus, Faustina, and An-
toninus Pius, 3 asses of Nero, Antoninus Pius?,
and Augustus?, dupondius Traianus, (j) xx, (I)
bronze wire fibula Van Buchem 1941, 24A and
enamelled fibula Van Buchem 27C, (m) LIA, RA,
(n) bracelets Haev 3b, glass beads MIA and LIA,
(q) (pottery-?) slags (and parts of kiln?), loom-
weights
Collection AWNN, private
Literature JAWNN 1973, 15; Peddemors 1975, nos. 140-142;
Tuyn 1978,205-207; Peddemors 1978, no. 292
300 Wijchen - De Pas, Passerot IIP3
Finds (c) xx, (d) Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, Br
21, Nb 89 (a.o. late example), Nb 104, Nb 112,
Al 27, Al 28, xxx, fj) xx, (I) spoon-bow fibula,
bronze wire fibulae, iron late-Roman razor, iron
ring and fragments, (m) LIA, RA, (n) bracelets
Haev 33,3b, 73, glass bead, (o) Bö D 9-12, (q)
spindle-whorls, loomweights, slags
Collection AWNN, private
Literature JAWNN 1973, 14; Peddemors 1975, nos. 127-139;
Peddemors 1978, no. 288
301 Wijchen - De Pas, Eekhoornpad23
Finds (d) xx, (e) xx, (1) fibula Van Buchem 1941, 22C
?, (m) LIA, RA, waster from kirn, (n) bracelets
Haev 33, 3b, (q) loomweights
Collection AWNN, private
Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 283-286
302 Wijchen-De Pas, Patrijsstraat23
Excavation IPL 1971
Finds (m) MIA, LIA, (n) bracelets Haev 7a, 70?
Collection AWNN, IPL, GAS, private
Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 295—296
Other data Ci4 dates of 31 io ±40 BP (GrN 5481), 3480140
BP (GrN 5482) and 2350 ± 30 BP (GrN 5880).
See Lanting/Mook 1977,148
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303 Wijchen - Merelstraat23
Finds (g) dupondius Domitianus
Collection private
Literature AN 1969, 39; Peddemors 1978, no. 297
304 Wijchen-Woezik
Finds fn) bracelet Haev 3b
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 271
305 Wijchen - Holenbergseweg
Excavation lOGA 1973
Collection IOGA, AWNN, MFB, private
Literature Haalebos/Willems/Giebels 1976; Peddemors
1978, nos. 266,268,270
306 Wijchen - Kruisberg I
Finds fa) Drag 15/17, Drag 27, Drag 31, stamps ]VSF
and CILLVTIVS-F (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 33, (b) St
i, St 2, St to, Br sA, (c) HEW SB, 198?, 27, 28,
8iF,Bn6C, (d) St 106?, St 107, St iioA, St
in, St 115, (e) St 201, St 20iC, Hofh 85A?, Br
17, (ƒ) HKwPl. Ill, 182, (h) nxivonHBW 8iF,
(m) RA
Collection RMO, MFB
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 77; Peddemors 1978, no.
259
307 Wijchen - Kruisberg I
Finds (a) Drag 31, (b) xx, (d) xx, (e) St 214, xx, (m)
LIA, RA, (n) bracelets Haev 73, 7b, glass bead
Collection AWNN
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 77; Peddemors 1978, no.
265
308 Wijchen - Kraaijenberg
Finds (p) fibula (bird-form)
Collection private
Other data Both Peddemors (1978, no. 298) and Haalebos/
Willems/Giebels (1976, ajb. i, 15) erroneously
ascribe Roman material to this site
309 Wijchen - Homberg
Finds (b) xx, (d) St 129?, xx, (e) Nb 104, (m) MIA?,
LIA/RA
Collection AWNN
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 255
310 Wijchen-Het Vormer
Finds
Collection
Literature
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(a) Drag 45, xx, (b) xx, (cj Girth-beakers, T 2,
(d) xxx, te) Nb 89, xxx, (I) spoon-bow fibula,
bronze wire fibula, (m) LIA, RA
RMO, MFB, AWNN, private
Peddemors 1978, no. 230
311 Wijchen - Klispoel
Finds (m) LIA
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 228
312 Wijchen-Hoog
Finds fa) xx, (b) xx, (c) T t, (d) Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St
2Oi,Nb89, Nb in, Al 27, (m) LIA, RA, (q)
string of amber and glass beads, (pottery-?) slag,
clay tubes (smelting activities ?)
Collection AWNN, private
Literature JAWNN 1972, 5; Peddemors 1978, no. 254
313 Wijchen - Aalsburg
Finds fg) denarius Commodus
Collection private
314 Wijchen - Leursche Bosch
Finds (m) EIA, LIA
Collection MFB
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 281
315 Wijchen - Tienakker I
Situation The material from this large settlement comes
from several closely associated fmdspots. The
material from the 'Wijchens Meer' (site no. 316)
was dumped and/or lost there by the inhabitants
of this settlement.
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), Ch 320 (see ch.
6.2. i), Drag 27, Drag 18/31, Drag 31, Drag 32,
Drag 33, Drag 38, Drag 45, (b) St I, St 2, St to,
Nb 30, Nb 32, Nb 38, Br 16; red-brown slip ware
Hussong/Cüppers 1972, Taf. 16, 23 and 28a,
Taf. 20, 16,19 and 24 (see ch. 6.2.2, p. 159 for a
description), (c) HBW 52, TI, T2, HBW 55, Br
i6C, Ch 342, Al 24?, (d) St 107, St 109, St I loB,
St ut, St I29A, St 1298,81132,81138, St 143?,
St 146, St 147, Hofh 78, Br 36, Br 37, Al 31, Pir-
ling 90-92, xxx, fe) St 201, St 202, St 210, St
218, St 219, T 4, Gose 496, Nb 89 (a.o. late spec-
imens), Nb 104, Nb 116, Nb 1208, Al 27, Al 28,
Al 29, Al 30, Al 34, T 3, xxx, ff) lamp, (g) foüis
Constantinus I, (h) [ME]RCATOR on handle of
two-handled jug, VEX BRÎÎ, VEX EX GEH INF and
[EX]GE[R INF] on tiles, (i) II or N on Drag 27, x
on coarse ware, fj) xxx, (k) tuff, limestone, tu-
buli, hypocaust tiles, fragments of wall painting,
(I) bronze wire fibula, bronze mirror, fragments
of bronze objects, whetstone, small bronze ena-
melled lid, lead, iron objects and fragments, (m)
LIA??, RA, early-Medieval, f o) Bö B?, Bö C?, Bö
D 9-12, Bö I6C/I7B, Stampfuss 1939, Abb 23, i
and 23, 2 (q) spindle-whorls, bronze faucet
Collection AWNN, private
-
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Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 250-252; JAWNN 1982,
20-1
316 Wijchen - Wijchense Meer
Situation see sub 315
Finds (a) Drag 29, Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 15/17,
Drag 27, stamp VITA (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 18/31,
stamp ANISATVSF, (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 33, Drag
40, Drag 45, (b) xx, fc) T i, (d) St 109, St
I loB, St 138, Hofli 78, Br 36, Br 37, xxx, (e) St
201, St2io, St2i8, St2i9, Nb89, Nb 104, Al
27, Al 28, Al 34, xxx, (g) 5 quadrantes Dom-
itianus-Antoninus Pius, fh) ADIVTORFonBr 36,
VEX EX[ on tegula, PHL? or PÎTL? on amphora, (jj
xxx, (kl tuff, limestone, tubuli, hypocaust tiles,
sandstone, III iron shears, hook with socket,
spearhead and handle, bronze bell, dishes Den
Boesterd 1956 c.type 83 and 84, stylus(?) frag-
ment, terminal mounting of sheath, rings a.o.
finger-ring and small fragments, golden cross-
bow-fibula, net-sinkers (secondarily worked
pieces of tuff and tegulae), pieces of worked
wood, (ml E i A , MIA , LIA, RA, (p) bronze pin of
belt-buckle, iron axe Bö Taf 33, 5, (q) small lead
rolls and large lead rolls with pieces of wood
(probably net-sinkers), parts of kiln?
Collection AWNN, private
Literature AN 1979, 89
317 Wijchen-Tienakker II
Finds (nj bracelet Haev 73
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 249
318 Wijchen-dorp
Finds (d) x, (e) x, (j) xxx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection HMO, MFB?,private?
Literature ER III, 104,al. 5 and 105, al. 3; Modderman 1951,
no. 83; Peddemors 1978, nos. 246-247
319 Wiichen - Molenberg/raadhuis
Finds (al Drag 15/17, stamp IVLLI, Drag 18, stamp
COM[ and stamp PERECRINV(S) (see ch. 6.2.1),
Drag 31 stamp MAGNVS.F, Drag 33, stamp OF-
MERCA, f t ) St 2, St to, St 12, Br4Ai, (c) HBW
28, HBW29A, HBW3IB, HBW52A, (d) xx, (e)
St 201, St 218, xxx, (h> VEX EX GER on tile (no
association with cemetery), (i) AMAE ? on Drag
18, (I) bronze wire fibula, bronze spatula, iron
finger ring with gem engraved with figure of
Mars
Collection RMO, MFB, AWNN, IOGA
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 82; Peddemors 1978, nos.
244-245
320 Wijchen - Molenberg
Finds (ml LIA
Collection AWNN
Literature JAWNN 1975,20; Peddemors 1978, no. 243
321 Wijchen - Esdoornstraat
Finds (a) Al 12, (b) Al 17?, (e) Al 30, (I) iron knife?
Collection MFB
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 241
322 Woord - De Zandakkers
Finds (ml LIA, (ni bracelets Haev ?, glass bead
Collection AWNN, private
Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 225,227
323 Woord - Woordse straat
Finds f e) St2t8, xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 75; Peddemors 1978, no.
224
324 Wijchen-Valendries A-C
Situation Judging from the material there are only a few
Roman graves in a large prehistoric urnfield (the
late Mr. F. J.G.H. Bloemen's terrains A, B, and
C)
Finds (a) xx, (c) HBW 55C, (e) St 2I4A, xx, (I)
bronze fibula, (m) EIA, LIA, RA
Collection MFB, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 85; Peddemors 1978, nos.
237-240
325 Wijchen-kerk
Finds (g) denarius Marcus Aurelius, aes-IV Valenti-
nianus II
Collection MFB
326 Wiichen - Palkerdijk
Finds (a) Drag 37, Drag 27, (b) xx, (e) xx, (d) St n i,
xx, (e) Nb 89, xxx, fh) VEX EX[ on tegula, fj) xx,
(m) EIA, MIA, LIA, RA, (g) loomweight
Collection AWNN, GAS
Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 211-212
327 Wijchen - Mussenberg
Finds (e) St20i
Collection private
Literature Haalebos/Willems/Giebels 1976, afb. I, no. 6
328 Wijchen-Woezikseweg
Finds (a) xx, (e) x, (m) LIA, RA
Collection AWNN, private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 210
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329 Beuningen - Bijsterhuizensestraat
Finds (cj xx, (d) St 107, St I29A, St 147, Br 36, xxx,
(e) St2Oi,St2io, St 218, Nb89, xxx, !m) LIA,
RA
Collection RMO, GAS, AWNN
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 4; Peddemors 1978, no.
143
330 Neerbosch - Lindenholt
Finds fm) LIA, RA?, IQ) whetstone
Collection AWNN
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 142
331 Wijchen - Teersdijk I
Situation Site nos. 331 and 332 together are possibly one
elongated cemetery
Finds (aj Drag 18, stamp o(F VI]TAL (see ch. 6.2.1),
Drag 27, stamp ivcvNDi (see ch. 6,2.1), Drag 31,
(b) St 2, (c) HBW 28, (d) St 108, St 109, St
I loA, St 131, xx, (e) St 210, (I) iron fragment,
(m) RA
Collection RMK, RMO, MFB
Literature Modderman 1951, no. So; Peddemors 1978, no.
213
332 Wijchen - Teersdijk II
Situation see sub 331
Finds (a) Drag 18/31, stamp -CAL[AV]A.F, Drag 27,
(d) St 109, xx, (e) xx, fi) M on Drag 18/31, (I)
bronze wire fibula?, iron shears, iron pins
Collection RMK, private?
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 214
333 Wijchen - De Berendonk
Excavation IPL 1976
Finds (m) LIA, (n) bracelets Haev 33, 3b, 6b, loom-
weights, spindle-whorls, whetstones
Collection AWNN, IPL, GAS, RMO, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 94; JAWNN 1974,14; Ped-
demors 1975, nos. 103-118; JAWNN 1976,11-14;
AN 1976,256; Peddemors 1978, nos. 201-208;
JAWNN 1982,15-9
334 Wijchen - Oosterweg
Finds (a) Drag 45, xx, (d) xx, (e) xx, (j) xx, (m) LIA/
RA
Collection GAS
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 233
335 Wijchen - Het Slotje
Finds (m) LIA, (n) glass bead
Collection AWNN, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 87; Peddemors 1978, nos.
231-232
336 Alverna - Heumenseweg I
Situation The site is known as 'terrain F' (collection
F.J.G.H. Bloemen)
Finds See Remouchamps 1928; for stamps on terra si-
gillata see ch. 6.2.1
Collection MFB, RMO
Literature Remouchamps 1928; JRMO 1930, 6; Modderman
1951, no. 85; Haalebos/Willems/Giebels 1976,
81-82 and afb. i, 9; Peddemors 1978, no. 197
337 Alverna - Graafseweg I
Finds i a) Drag 18/31, xx, (b) St i, xxx, (c) T i, (d)
Hofh 78, Br 37, xxx, (e) St2Oi, St2io, St2i8?,
Mb 89 (early specimens), (j) xxx, (I) fragment of
bronze mounting (m) RA
Collection AWNN, private
Literature Haalebos/Willems/Giebels 1976, afb. 1,18; Ped-
demors 1978, no. 196
338 Alverna - Graafseweg II
Finds In) bracelet Haev 3b
Collection RMO
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 195
339 Alverna - Vossenberg
Excavation RMO 1925
Finds (a) Drag 37, (b) St 2, xx, (c) T I, (d) xxx, (e)
St 210, Nb 89, Nb 104, dolium-form, xxx, (j)
xxx, fm) LIA, RA, Iqi whetstone
Collection RMO, AWNN
Literature JRMO 1925,9-10; Modderman 1951, no. 90;
Peddemors 1978, no. 177
340 Boschkant - De Waaiendonk
Situation Pleistocene sand (river dune)
Finds (die) x
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 89; Peddemors 1978, no.
176
341 Lunen-dorp
Finds (a) Drag 30,Drag 37,Drag 18/31,Drag27
stamp AMABI i,i?. (seech. 6.2.1), Drag 36, 'b; St
2, xxx, (c) Ha 9iA, HBW 55, Br 5A/B, Br i6C,
(d) St 107, St 130, St 146, St 152, Hofh 78, Br
36, XXX, (e) St 201, St 202, St 210, St 2l6, St
218, St 219, T 4, Nb 89, Nb 104, xxx, (f) frag-
ment of mica-gilt ware, (h) tile-stamp of the legio
Xgemina, (j) xxx, Ik) tuff, limestone, (I) iron
ring and fragments, (m) LIA, RA, (n) probable
waster from kiln
Collection RMO, AWNN, GAS, private
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 86; Peddemors 1978, nos.
220-222
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342 Nederasselt - dorp
Finds (a) Drag 31, (b) St 10, xx, (d) St I32A, xx, (e)
St 2IO, T 4, xx, (m) LI A/RA
Collection KMO, GAS
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 95; Peddemors 1978, no.
355
343 Nederasselt - Het Molenwiel
Finds (Ij iron lamp, im) LIA, RA?
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 354
344 Nederasselt - Molenhoek
Finds fa) Drag 18/31, Drag 31, stamp G[ER]MANI? (see
ch. 6.2.1), (cj HBW58C/59, (d) St in
Collection RMK
Literature JRMK 1966, 311; Peddemors 1978, no. 508
345 Overasselt — Duifhuis
Finds (m) HA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 97; Peddemors 1978, no.
169
346 Alverna-Heumensewegll
Finds (a) Drag 24/25, stamp SECVND[I] (see ch.
6.2.1), x, (b-e) x, (m) EIA, MIA
Collection RMO, MFB
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 193
347 Alverna — Geitweg I
Finds f I) crossbow fibulae
Collection Nijmegen University
Literature Van Buchem 1941, 121
348 Alverna - Heumenseweg III
Finds (cj HBW 28, Br i6C, (d) St 106, St 108, St I lOB,
xxx, (e) St 210, St2i3A, (m) RA
Collection RMO, MFB, GAS?, private
Literature Peddemors 1978, nos. 188-190
349 Alverna - Wijchense Ven I
Finds (I) fibula Van Buchem 1941,23, Nauheimer fib-
ula, bronze wire fibula, bronze handle?
Collection private
Literature same site as Peddemors 1978, no. 185
350 Alverna - Wijchense Ven II
Finds (m) MIA, LIA, (n) bracelets a.o. Haev 3b,
spindle whorl, slag, wattle and daub
Collection RMK, RMO, GAS
Literature Bloemen 1933; Bursch 1935; Peddemors 1978,
no. 183,184
351 Alvema - Heumenseweg IV
Excavation RMO 1933-34, E°B 1951
Collection MFB
Literature Bursch 1935; Modderman I953b; Peddemors
1978, no. 187
352 Alverna - Heumenseweg V
Finds (m) LIA, (n) bracelet Haev ?
Collection GAS, private
Literature Peddemors 1978,00. 181
353 Overasselt - De Bullenkamp I
Finds (a) Drag 18/31, stamps BVCCI[VS-F], DIVICI-M-,
MECCO FEC, MARC[EL]LIVS and LVCIVSF, Drag
31 stamp VRBANVSF, Drag 33 stamp V3RE-
CVNDV (for stamps see ch. 6.2.1), (b) St 2, St to,
St 12, (c) C. HBW 20, HBW 52, (d) St 111, St 112,
xx, (e) St 218, Nb 89 (a.o. early specimens), Nb
104, (g) sestertius Vespasianus, sestertius Mar-
cus Aurelius, (I) bronze inkwell, bronze spoons,
bronze 'dagger' fibulae, (m) HA
Collection RMK, private
Literature JRMK 1941, 125 and 1942, 126; Peddemors 1978,
no. 174
354 Overasselt - Heumenseweg VI
Finds Ib) St 2 fe) Horn 850
Collection private
355 Overasselt - Scheiwal
Excavation RMO 1921 (22?) and 1930
Collection RMO, AWNN
Literature Braat 1934; Modderman 1951, no. 92; Pedde-
mors 1978, no.168
356 Overasselt - De Bullenkamp II
Situation The material from this site contains many 'un-
usual' finds. There is, however, no reason to as-
sume it was a cemetery like site no. 353. It may
be that we are dealing with an 'unusual' settle-
ment, but more likely a great number of the nor-
mal ceramics has not been saved (or objects from
elsewhere have been added).
Excavation RMO 1943
Finds (a) Drag 37, stamp [C]EHIALISF (see ch. 6.2.1),
Déch 67, Drag 33, Drag 38, (b) St 10, Br 3, xxx,
(c) Ha 9iA, (d)St izcjA, St 138, xxx, (e) St 205,
St 218, St 219, (f) lamp, head of pipe-clay stat-
uette, (g} bronze coins Domitianus, Hadrianus,
Antoninus Pius, (h) FORTIS on lamp, (I) bronze
fibulae, a.o. bronze wire fibula and enamelled
fibula, bronze mounting, bronze finger-ring with
glass bead, blue melon bead, gem engraved with
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Collection
Literature
cupid riding dolphin, bronze parts of harness?,
iron shovel, iron object, bronze lock, fm) LIA, RA
(a.o. unusual forms), (n) bracelets Haev 33, 3b,
6c, glass beads (o) Bö C? (g) wattle and daub
RMO, private
JRMK 1942, 127 and 1943,90; Modderman 1951,
no. 91; Peddemors 1975, nos. 99-101; Pedde-
mors 1978, no. 173
357 Overasselt - De Schatkuil
Finds (a) Drag 18, Drag 27, stamp OF CRES, Drag 31,
stamp CELSINVS F (see ch. 6.2. i), (b) St 2, (dl St
no, (e) St2i8, Nb 104, Nb 105, (I) spearhead
Collection private
358 Overasselt - Valenberg
Finds (a-e) x, (j) xxx, (k) limestone, quartzitic sand-
stone, fm) RA, (n) bracelets Haev 33, 3b
Collection private
Literature ER in, 104, al. 3 (?); Peddemors 1975, nos. 97-98;
Peddemors 1978, no. 167
359 Overasselt - St. Walrick
Finds (n) bracelet Haev 73
Collection private
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 165
360 Overasselt - De Brœkberg
Finds (aj Drag 18/31, (m) LIA, RA, (n) bracelets Haev
3b, iron knives
Collection RMK, AWNN
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 158
361 Overasselt - Blankenberg
Finds fm) LIA
Collection GAS
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 157
362 Overasselt - Worsemse Blok
Finds fb) St 2, xx, (c) girth beaker, HBW 52, T 2 (d)
xxx, (e) St 201, xxx, (j) xxx, (m) EIA, RA
Collection GAS, AWNN
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 155
363 Overasselt — Worsem
Finds (c) HBW 28, T 2, (d) Hofh 78, xx, (e) St 201,
xxx, (m) RA
Collection AWNN
364 Heumen - Vosseneind I
Finds fe) xx, (m) L IA/RA
Collection RMO, GAS
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 102; Peddemors 1978, no.
154
365 Heumen - Vosseneind II
Finds (b) Br sA, (e) xx, (n) LIA ?, RA ?
Collection AWNN, (GAS?)
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 153
366 Heumen - Dorpsstraat
Finds (o) Bö B ib
Collection RMK
Literature JRMK 1958, 242
367 Heumen - De Hosterd
Finds (a) xx, (d) xx, (e) Nb 104, xxx, (m) LIA, RA
Collection RMO, AWNN
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 101; Peddemors 1978,
no.150
368 Gennep - kerk
Finds la) Drag 18/31, stamp OF FL-GER, Drag 27, Drag
31, stamp Mic(cio), Drag 33, Drag 35, Curie 21,
(b) St 2, St io?, Br 20, xx, (c) HBW 52A, (d) St
105, St io6A, St I06B, St i loB, St 130, Br 2C,
Br io, Br 20, (e) St 2OiC, St 210, St 218, Nb 97,
(i) N.NOWMonDrag 18/31, A M on Drag 18/31,
x on Drag 31, IN (?) on Drag 31, fm) HA
Collection private
Literature Bogaers/Morren 1954
369 Gennep - Maaskemp
Finds (a) Ch 320 (see ch. 6.2.1)
Collection Bonnefantenmuseum Maastricht
Literature Bloemers 1977,22
370 Gennep - Niers
Finds (gl follis Constantius II/Constans and Magnen-
tius
Collection Goltziusmuseum Venlo
Literature AN 1962, 196-197
371 Milsbeek - Bloemenstraat
Finds (d) Hofh 78, (e) St 210, xx, (I) blue glass ga-
ming-counter, fm) LIA/RA
Collection private
372 Middelaar - Heikant
Finds (a) Drag 27, Drag 31 stamp LOSSA (retro) and
stamp ]VSF, (b-e) x
Collection Museum Venray
373 Middelaar - Plasmolen I
Situation Apart from the finds mentioned below, some
finds in the RMK (see JRMK 1940,177 and 1941,
125) may also originate from this cemetery.
Finds (a) x, stamp L cosi vi, (c) HBW 28, (e) St 201,
(I) enamelled 'trumpet' fibula, (m) LIA??, RA
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Collection Bonnefantenmuseum Maastricht, (RMK)
Literature JRMO 1939,91; Bursch 1942,60
374 Middelaar - Plasmolen II
Finds (g) sestertius Domitianus
Collection private
375 Milsbeek - Pastoorsdijk
Finds (dl St 1298, Hofh 78, xx, (e) St 210, xxx, (m)
LIA, RA
Collection private
376 Milsbeek-De Hel
Finds (c) xx, (d) Br 36, (e) St 201, xx, (mi EIA, MIA,
LIA, RA, (nf glass bead, toi Bö D 9-12
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1976, 22-24; Verscharen I97&
377 Mook - Kloosterberg I
Excavation RMO 1931-33
Finds (hj stamps [L]EG x[ and LXG on tegulae
Collection RMO
Literature Braat 1934
378 Mook - Kloosterberg II
Finds Possible Roman tumulus
Collection In situ
379 Katerbosch - Eindweg
Finds (a) Drag 37, Drag 33, xx, (b) xxx, (c) T 2, (d)
St iioA, Hofh 78, Br 37, xxx, (e) St2Oi, St 210,
St2i6,St2i8,St2i9,Nb89,Nb 104,xxx, (j)
xx, (1) glass bottle, (m) LJA/RA, (oj Bö B?, Bö
Dg-12
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1979,7- ro
3 80 Katerbosch - Veerstraat
Finds (d) Hofh 78, xx, (e) St 201, xx
Collection private
381 Katerbosch - Elzenstraat
Situation The site is indicated as a probable settlement on
Appendix 3. Additional finds after the map had
been printed have shown it to be definitely a set-
tlement also during the Middle-Roman Period.
Finds (aj Drag 27, (b) xx, (d) Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St
201, St 210, Nb 89, xxx, (j) xxx, (m) RA, (o) Bö
B?, BÖD 9-12
Collection private
382 Katerbosch - Middelaarse Broek
Finds (a) Drag 18/31 stamp NICEPHOR, Drag 33, Drag
40, (!) bronze object
Collection Museum Venray
383 Mook—Molenbroek
Situation Several burials which were discovered in the im-
mediate surroundings of this cemetery (e.g. those
of the 'Plankraai' and 'Het Heibergske') are also
included in the description of the finds. Together
they undoubdedly constitute one fairly large
cemetery, probably alongside a road. Even sites
nos. 382 and 384 are probably pan of this ceme-
tery. See also under site 539.
Finds (a) Drag 18/31, Drag 27, Drag 31 stamp BONOX-
I-M-, Drag 33 stamp [V]ERECVNDV, xxx, stamps
CINTVCNATVS and DIIC[, (b) St 2, St 11, Br 4A,
Br6B, Br8, Br il, (cj HBW 26A, HBW 28, HBW
8iF, (d) St noB, St in, St 1298, xxx, fe) St
i I4B, St 218, Nb 89, Nb 104, xxx, (k) tubulus,
(I) glass balsamarium, bronze jug c. Den Boes-
terd no. 260, enamelled bronze perfume flask
Den Boesterd no. 307, bronze crater, bronze
lamp with oak-leaf, bronze jug-handle Den Boes-
terd no. 279, sarcophagus of sandstone, stone lid
of beauty-box
Collection gemeente Mook, Noordbrabants Museum, HMK
Literature Hermans 1865,14; Habets 1883; 1895, 281; ER
III, 57, al. 4 and 58, al. 3 and 4; Bogaers/Morren
1954; Willems 1983^ 266-7
384 Mook - Startsche Veld
Finds (a) Drag 31, Drag 35, (b) Br 2A, Br 2C, Br 38,
(ci C.HBW 52, (d) St i IDA, St i loB, Br sd Br
37, xx, (e) St2io, St2i6, St2i8, Nb 104, (f)
lamp Evelein form A3, (I) bronze flask
Collection Municipality of Mook
385 Mook - Spoorbrug
Finds (a) Drag 37 (see ch. 6.2. t), Drag 18 stamps OP
FRlMiand OF VITAI (seech. 6.2.1),Drag 18/31,
Drag 27, Drag 33 stamp BOVDVS, Drag 35 rosette
stamp (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 36, (b) St i, St 2, Br
5A, xx, (c) Ha 9iA, HBW 25, HEW 52, HBW 8iE,
HBW 90, Br 19, Br i6C, (d) Hofh 51, St 106, St
109, St iioB, St in, St 130?, St 147, St 1518, St
155, xxx, (e) St 201, St 204A, St 210, St 2I3A,
(f) lamps Evelein A 1/2 and ?, Br 2 (mica-gilt
surface), 'fine-Niimegen' pottery, head of pipe-
clay statuette, (g) 5 bronze coins, (h) STROBIH
on lamp Evelein A 1/2, (I) bronze bells, glass jar
(Isings 670?), blue melon beads
Collection RMO, RMK
386 Molenhoek - Stationsstraat
Finds (j) xxx
Collection RMK
Literature AN 1960,218
123
WILLEM j.H. WILLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. 5 The Sites: Catalogue
387 Mook - Station
Finds fa) Drag 33, stamps TOCCA F and rosette (see ch.
6.2.1), (b) St 2, (d) Br 37
Collection RMK
Literature JRMK 1941, 125
388 Mook - Mokerheide
Situation Location reconstructed
Finds fg) sestertius Vespasian, follis Constantinus I
Collection RMK
389 Groesbeek - Het Vilje
Finds (a) Drag 37, Drag 18/31 stamp VIDVCVSFE (see
ch. 6.2.1), Drag 31 stamps PRID-FEC (identical)
(seech. 6.2.1),Drag32,xx, (b) St i,Stz, St n,
Hofli loo, Br 3, Nb 32C, xx, (c) HBW 27A?, HBW
77?, xx, (d) St 108, St 109, St noA, St 110 B, St
113, St 1298, St 145?, St 146, Br 20, Br 36, xxx,
(e) St 201, St 210, Nb 89, Nb 104, xxx, (f)
lamp(s?), 'fine Nijmegen' pottery HNW 15, HNW
278, HNW 368, (ml RA
Collection RMK, RMO, Provinciaal Utrechts Genootschap
van Kunsten en Wetenschappen
Literature Hermans 1865, 15-16; JRMO 1933,6; AN 1963,
2-3
390 Maiden - Windvleugel
Finds (o) Bö B ib
Collection private (RMK?)
391 Maiden — Heumensoord
Excavation RMO 1931-32, IOGA 1972
Collection RMO, RMK, IOGA, private
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974, 81-83
392 Maiden - Hooge Langeberg
Situation Location reconstructed
Finds (g) aes-III Valentinianus I
Collection private
Literature AN 1970,83
393 Nijmegen - Hatert I
Finds (a) Drag 37, Drag 31 stamp [ME]LAVSVS F, (b)
BrSA, fc) HBwSiH, (d) Still,xx, (e) Stzoi,
(g) as Titus (under Vespasian)
Collection RMK
Literature AN 1963, 32-33
394 Nijmegen - Haten II
Finds (d) xx, (j) xx, (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection RMK (?)
Literature AN 1963,33
395 Nijmegen - Hulzen I
Excavation IOGA 1979 (finds not included in description; see
fig. 50)
Finds (d) St 147, xxx, (e) St 210, Nb 89, Nb 104, xx,
(j) xxx, (1) bronze wire fibula, whetstone, wood-
en wells
Collection AWNN, IOGA
Literature JAWNN 1975, 8-12; Bogaers/Haalebos 19803
396 Nijmegen - Hulzen II
Excavation IOGA 1979
Collection IOGA
Literature Bogaers/Haalebos 19803
397 Nijmegen - Oude Graafseweg
Finds (a) Drag 18/31 stamp AFRI M, (b) xx, (d) St
noA, (e) xx, (I) tuff sarcophagus, glass
Collection RMK
Literature JROB 1950, 32; AN 1966, IOI
398 Nijmegen - Hees
Excavation Allard Pierson Stichting 1934, IOGA 1977 and
1981-3
Collection RMK, RMO, Allard Pierson Museum
Literature Brunsting 1937; AN 1978, 247-9
399 Nijmegen - Waterkwartier
Excavation RMO 1834, Gem. Nijmegen 1920-21, IOGA 1975
Collection RMK, RMO, IOGA
Literature Bogaers I979b
Other Data This site can be identified as the Roman muni-
cipium (Ulpia) Noviomagus ( Batavorum)
400 Nijmegen - Kronenburgerpark
Situation Elongated cemetery, probably alongside the Ro-
man road from site no. 399 to the east. The ceme-
tery extends from around the Kronenburgerpark
to at least the Grote Markt region.
Collection RMK
Literature Holwerda 1941 (including catalogue nos. 19 and
86); Daniels 1955,43,257-265,315,318-319,
325; Den Boesterd 1959; Isings 1964; Bogaers
I979b,6i
401 Nijmegen - Korte Brouwersstraat
Finds (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection private
Literature Leupen/Thijssen 1980,689; JAWNN 1981, 36-7;
JAWNN 1982,9
402 Nijmegen - Priemstraat
Finds (m) LIA
Collection private
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403 Nijmegen - Valkhof I
Situation This large site (see Noviomagus 1979, Abb. 5, no.
3, Abb. 32, no. 3 and Abb. 71, no. i) can be divid-
ed into three spatially overlapping but chrono-
logically separated settlements: the early-Roman
settlement on the Valkhof, Waalkade, Kelfkens-
bos and Hunerpark (probably Batavodurwn =
Oppidum Batavorum\ a middle-Roman (com-
mercial?) centre on the Waalkade and a late-Ro-
man settlement on and around the Valkhof,
which includes a military fortification on the
Valkhof (from c.26o-c.35O ?). A Merovingian
settlement on this site is possible (cf. Thijssen
1980,13) but as yet definite proof is lacking
Excavation Gem. Nijmegen 1910-11, HMO 1946, RMO/HOB
1954-55. "OB 1973-75,1979-80
Collection R M K , ROB
Literature Bogaers/Ruger 1974, 76-79; Bogaers 19793;
Bogaers I979b, 59; Wynia 1979,64-5; AN 1980,
36; Thijssen 1980; JROB 1982, 34-35; Bloemers
1983, 192
404 Nijmegen-Valkhof II
Excavation Gem. Nijmegen 1910-11
Collection RMK
Literature Weve 1910; Thijssen 1980; Leupen/Thijssen
1980; Brunsting 1983
Other data The location of this site on Appendix 5 is not
correct! It is identical with that of site 403.
405 Nijmegen - Mariënburg
Excavation HMO/ROB 1947,1949-53, 1955-57) 1961. ROB
1976, 1978-80
Collection RMK, ROB
Literature Wynia 1979; AN 1980,36; Brunsting 1983,41
406 Nijmegen - Traianusplein
Excavation ROB 1973-75
Collection ROB
Literature Bloemers I979b
407 Nijmegen - Hunerberg west
Situation The settlement on this site is the western ward
(vicus) of the canabae legionis belonging to the
fortress on the Hunerberg. Sites 407 and 408
may constitute one settlement.
Excavation ROB 1973-80
Collection ROB
Literature Bloemers I979<J, 50, 54
408 Nijmegen - Schildersbuurt
Situation The settlement traces discovered here may be of
a military nature. They may also belong to the
western vicus of the canabae legionis
Excavation ROB 1978-79
Collection
Literature
ROB
Bloemers I979d, 55-6; AN 1980,33-35
409 Nijmegen - Museum Kamstraat
Situation The cemetery is composed of five different parts
(terrains O, E, S, CC, and OH) which, however,
should not be taken to represent different ceme-
teries (cf. Stuart 1977, 3—6) because their divi-
sion is due to the modern topography.
Excavation F. M. L. Leydekkers 1906-7, ROB 1975-76,
1978, 1980
Collection RMK, RMO, ROB
Literature Bloemers I979C
410 Nijmegen - Hugo de Grootstraat
Excavation ROB 1975, 1980-83
Collection RMK, ROB
Literature Wynia 1979; IROB 1980, 34-5; JROB 1981, 30-1;
JROB 1982, 33-4; Bloemers 1983, 193-8
411 Nijmegen - Barbarossastraat
Excavation ROB 1974
Collection ROB
Literature AN 1975, i62;Bloemers/LouweKooijmans/Sar-
fatij 1981,73
412 Nijmegen - Hunerberg
Excavation RMO 1917-21, ROB 1950, RMO/ROB 1951, 1956-
67, IOGA 1971-78, ROB 1973-1979
Collection RMO, RMK, IOGA, HOB, Centraal Museum and
Fundatie van Renswoude Utrecht, Hessisches
Landesmuseum Darmstadt, private
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974, 76-80; Bloemers 19793;
Bogaers/Haalebos I979b; AN 1980, 33-34; Boga-
ers/Haalebos i
413 Nijmegen - RK Kerkhof
Collection RMK
Literature Stuart 1963; Bloemers I979d, 56
414 Nijmegen - Broerdijk
Collection RMK
Literature Stuart 1963; Bloemers I979d, 56
415 Nijmegen - De Klokkenberg
Excavation ROB 1976
Collection ROB
Literature Bloemers 19790, 36
416 Nijmegen — Hunerberg oost
Situation The settlement on this site is the eastern ward
(vicus) of the canabae legionis belonging to the
fortress on the Hunerberg
Excavation ROB 1972-79
Collection ROB
Literature Bloemers I979d, 51-53; AN 1980, 32-33, 71
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417 Nijmegen - Kops Plateau
Excavation RMO 1915-21,1937, RMO/ROB 1957, IOGA 1972,
ROB 1973, 1975-76
Collection RMO, RMK, BOB, private
Literature Bogaers/Haalebos 19793
418 Nijmegen - Kleine Kopse Hof
Situation The finds are not from systematic excavations,
but their origin from this cemetery is fairly se-
cure. The site may have been one large cemetery
together with site no. 419.
Collection RMK
Literature ER II, 118, no. 137; Stuart 1963; Bloemers 1979 c,
3«
419 Nijmegen - Hengstberg
Situation The Ends from this site, almost certainly a large
military cemetery, are nearly all lost or of uncer-
tain provenance. Although the general location of
the cemetery is known ('Bos van Dommer',
'Ubbergen', 'Hengstberg') its full extent cannot
be established. It may include site nos. 418 and
543-
Collection RMK
Literature Janssen 1846, 346-352,397-400; ER II, 11 t-i 17
(at least nos. 134-135); ER m, 99, al. 7-10;
Daniels 1955,285-290; Stuart 1963, 13-14, no;
Bogaers 1971
420 Ubbergen - Rijksstraatweg
Finds (a) x, (b) x, (c) x, (d) x, (e) x, (hj VEX BRIT on
rile, (o) T3?, Bö B?, Bö D 9-12, including wast-
ers from kiln, crescent-shaped rims, (p) slags,
(q) iron objects and fragments
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1980,14-15
421 Berg en Dal - Heilig Land Stichting
Finds (l j bronze fibula, gold ear-drop (q) whetstone
Collection private
422 Berg en Dal - Water Meerwijk
Finds (I) tuff altar or pedestal with inscription IN
H(onorem) D(omus) [D(ivinae)] A[ ] LEG(atus)
LEG(ionis) I M(inerviae) s[E]VERI(anae) ALEX-
SAN[D]RIANAE v(otum) s(olvit) L(ibens) M(erito)
FVSC[O] n ET DEXTRO c[o(n)s(ulibus)]
Collection RMK
Literature De Waele 1931, 34, 72,91 and PI. l; ER II, 109,
no. 116
423 Berg en Dal - Oorlogsmonument
Finds (g) as Domitianus
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Collection
Literature
RMK
AN 1966, 87
424 Beek - De Ravenberg
Finds I d l B r 36, in) v[ on tegula, Ijl xxx, (kl tuff,
hypocaust-tiles, tube
Collection private
Literature AN 1968, 75
425 Beek - Kalorama
Finds (j) xxx, Ik) tuff
Collection private, in situ
Literature AN 1968, 76
426 Beek - Keteldal
Situation Finds in secondary position, but probably indi-
cating the presence of a villa higher on the slope
Collection Museum Kranenburg
Literature BJ 145, 1940, 343
427 Beek - Koningstraat
Situation Location reconstructed, exact findspot unknown
Finds f I) milestone with inscription [i]MP(eratori)
cAE(sari) NE[R]vA(e) THAIA[NO] AUG(usto) GER-
(manico) PO[NT(ifici)] MAX(imo) TRiB(unicia)
[poi(estate) ] p(atri) p(atriae) co(n)s(uli) [ ].
Collection RMK
Literature ER II, 113-114, no. 126
428 Beek - Marterstraat
Finds (a) Drag 18/31 stamp MA[RCELL F](retro) (see
ch. 6.2. i), Drag 27 stamp v[ ]ES (?), Drag 31
stamps IARVS F (?), LOLIAÏÀ (retro) and TERTIVS
F (see ch. 6.2.1), Drag 33 rosette stamp, (b) St I,
Br 3A, Br 17A, Nb 32A, (c) xx, Id) St 109, St
noB, St 112, St 131, St 1326, Br 36, Br 37, xxx,
fe) St 20iB?, St 216?, St 218, Nb 89, Nb 96, Nb
103,0086485, fm) RA
Collection RMK, private
Literature AN 1972, 107-108
429 Beek - Smorenhoek
Finds Im) LIA, RA?
Collection GAS
Literature Pons/Modderman 1951, 195
430 Persingen - dorp I
Finds (d) xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Literature Pons/ Modderman 1951,195
431 Persingen - dorp 11
Situation Location reconstructed
Finds (d) Br 37?, (1) glass jar Isings 67c, engraved gern
(Minerva)
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Collection
Literature
RMO
Pleyte 1877-1903 (Batavia), 32
432 Zyfflich — Pepergasse
Finds Id) Hofh 78, xxx, (e) Nb 89, xxx, <hj the stamps
mentioned by Rüger 1968, r 12,22 (see fig. 50)
may have been found on this site, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RLM
Literature Pons;Modderman 1951,195; BJ 164, 1964, 545
433 Berg en Dal - De Holdeurn I
Situation The site is larger than the area that was (partial-
ly) excavated. It includes occupation traces north
of the modern road.
Excavation RMO 1845, 1938-1942
Collection RMO, RMK, private
Literature ER in, 100-103; Holwerda 1944; Holwerda/Braat
1946; Braat 1956; AN 1962, 39-40, 50
434 Berg en Dal - De Holdeurn II
Finds (a) Drag 18/31, (b) c.Nb 533, (d) St ill, (e) St
201, St 218, St 219, fg} bronze coin Faustina,
fh) EX GER IN on tegula, (j) xxx
Collection RMK
Literature AN 1958, 103
435 Wyler - Vogelsang
Situation In addition to the finds described, the Mero-
vingian material mentioned by Pleyte could also
originate from this cemetery.
Finds (o) Bö Bsb, (f) sword (sax) Bö group C, spear-
head Bö 83
Collection Museum Kranenburg, RMO?
Literature Pleyte 1877-1903 (Batavia), 33 (?); BJ 171, 1971,
538-540
436 Mehr - Haus Zelm
Situation a.s.s.?
Finds (d) Br 36/7, x <ei Nb 89, x, (mj LIA/RA
Collection private
Literature BJ 164, 1964, 538-39
437 Kiel - Pfarrkirche
Situation Finds in secondary location
Finds (h) LEG I M ANTO( retro) and LE[ on tegula, {;)
XXX
Collection RLM
Literature BJ 159,1959,429; Von Petrikovits 1960,47-8,
note 72
438 Kekerdom - Kaliwaal
Situation The (Early-La Tène!) fragments could have been
imported as antiquities by soldiers of the loth le-
gion, but a more recent importation cannot be
wholly excluded.
Finds il) two fragments of bronze 'Iberian' fibulae
Collection RMK
Literature Ypey 1967 (findspot 'Cuyk' is not correct)
439 Millingen - Nieuw Zeeland
Situation No a.s.s. recorded by soil-survey. The building
material may be in secondary position (used for a
Medieval chapel ?) but this is by no means cer-
tain. The RMO excavation has never been pu-
blished.
Excavation RMO 1936
Finds fcj T i, (d) St 138, Br 36, Br 37, xx, (e) St 201,
St 219, Nb 89, xxx, (j) xxx, (k) tuff, tubuli, (m)
LIA/RA, (ql wattle and daub
Collection RMO
Literature JRMO 1936,4; Spann 1967, 35-6
440 Millingen - Vruchtenoord
Situation Location reconstructed (cf. Spann 1967)
Finds (af Drag 27, Drag 31 stamps PRIDIANVS, OF VI-
TAL, BILLICVS, LVCANVS, Drag 35, xxx, (b) St 2,
xxx, (c) girth-beakers, Ha 91, HBW 2yc, HBW
52b, HBW 74, (d) Ha 45, St ill, xxx, (e) St 201,
xxx, (ƒ) 'yellow glazed1 vase, fgj bronze coin
Traian, silver coin Sevenis Alexander, (hi BEN-
IO on HBW 27c, (ij NITV on bronze patera (Den
Boesterd 1956, no. 68), (I) bronze ornament with
Posthumus-medallions, amber box in form of
human head, glass bottles, flasks, balsamaria and
bowls, bronze objects a.o. Den Boesterd 1956,
nos. 68,79,104,106,236, 298,311, and 313, fib-
ulae, handles, key and enamelled lid, iron and
bronze horse-bit
Collection RMK, RMO?
Literature Mestwerdt 1907,42-4; Spann 1967,29-34, 59-
65 (incl. various older and unpusblished refer-
ences); Spann 1972
441 Milligen - Eversberg24
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil-survey)
Excavation RMO/W.P.L. vanEyck i885-87,RMO 1936
Finds See description by Spann 1967,49—59. The com-
position of the material is rather curious and
represents almost certainly a selection of the
original finds.
Collection RMO, GAS, private
24 By accident, findspot 441 has not been split up into two
different sites (cf. chapter I, p. 18) It consists of a settlement
(late-Iron Age to middle-Roman) and a Merovingian ceme-
tery.
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Literature JRMO 1885,17, 1886,60,1887, 53,1888, 16,
19365 4; Spann 1967, 20-28,49-59; Spann 1972;
Peddemors 1975, nos. 66-67
442 Millingen - De Lange Paal
Situation Location reconstructed (cf. Spann 1967)
Finds (see description by Spann 1967,45-49)
Collection RMO
Literature Spann 1967,15-20,45-49
443 Millingen - Heerbaan
Finds (a) Drag 31 stamps LOSSAFEC and MATE(rnus),
Drag 32 stamp LVGIITV, Drag 33 stamp Jc.FE (or
]CVSF?),XXX, (b) St2, Br4a, (d) xxx, (e) St2i8,
St 219?, Br 2iB, Nb 89, xxx, (I) bronze jug c.
Den Boesterd 1956, no. 257, bucket and basin
Collection RMO, private
Literature AN 1960, 66
444 Milligen - De Paverskamp
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil-survey)
Excavation ROB 1972
Collection ROB
Literature Hulst 1975
445 Milligen - kerk
Situation The original location of the altarstone is un-
known, but presumably in the immediate sur-
roundings (sites 442/443 ?)
Finds (g) gold coin Justianianus, f I) altarstone of lime-
stone with inscription DEAE DOMINAE RVFIAE
[M]ATERNAE ARAM ET [LV]CVM CONSACRAVIT
MVCRONIA MARCIA VBI OMNIBVS ANNIS
SACRVMINSTITVIT (ante diem) xvi K(alendas)
AVG(ustas) [E]T NAT ALL (die) MATERNAE F(iliae)
SVAE (ante diem) [v]i N(onas) OCTOB(res) ET
pARENTALi(bus) (ante diem) [i]x K(alendas)
MASTIAS RVFl(i)S SIMIL[l] FATRI ET [s]lMILI
[F]IL(IO) [ET] MATERNAE [F(iliae)]
Collection RMO
Literature ER II, 109-10, no. 117; Spann 1967, 15,45
446 Millingen - De Pals
Finds (o) Bö C?, Bö D ?
Collection private
447 Bimmen - Dorfstrasse
Finds (a) Drag 32 stamp ]TVS FEC, (b) Nb 320, Nb
33C, (d) Still, St I32A, St 1326, xx, (e) St
218, Nb i I2Ü, Nb 104, (I) glass fragment, bone
pyxis?
Collection Museum Kalkar, private
Literature BJ 172, 1972, 524-25
448 Keeken - dorf
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (b) x, (e) St 210, Nb 89, xx, fg) denarius Lucil-
la, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RLM?; RMK
Literature BJ 164,1964, 537
449 Keeken - Hufschenhof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (b) Nb 32, (d) St 147, Br 36, (e) St 218, Nb 89,
Nb 104, xx, (h) LXG[ on tegula, (j) xx(x?), (m)
LIA/RA, (n) bracelet Haev ?
Collection RLM
Literature BJ 164,1964, 536
450 Rindern - Friedhof/Kirche
Finds See description by B. Follman in Bogaers/Rüger
1974, 93-95
Collection RLM, church at Rindern, museum Kalkar, private
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974,93-95
451 Rindern - Frankenhof
Situation a.s.s.
Finds Id) Br 36, (e) St 210, Nb 104, (I) marble ball
Collection private
Literature BJ 164, 1964, 540-1
452 Rindern - Spyck
Finds (a) Drag 37, (d) 81109,51131,81151, (e) St
219, (q) wood of ship and querns of basaltic lava,
probably medieval
Collection private ?
Literature BJ 166,1966,609; BJ 170, 1970,409
453 Kleve - Kanalstrasse
Situation unknown
Finds (d) xx, (j) xxx, (k) tuff
Collection Museum Kleve
Literature 81157,1957,441
454 Donsbrüggen - Sandgruben
Excavation RLM 1939, 1948
Finds (description not complete) (a) Drag 37, Drag i8/
31 stamps SECVNDIN F and M[ ]VSF, Drag 31,
Drag 45, (b) St 2, Nb 32C, Nb 40, Nb 538, (c)
girth-beaker, Nb 57, xx, (d) Br 37, xxx, (e) St
201, Nb 104, Gose 467, xxx, (I) iron fibula Alm-
gren 15, bronze wire fibula, 'eyes' fibula, iron
knife, glass fragments (m) RA, (o) Bö D?, (p)
spearhead, buckle, beads
Collection RLM, museum Kleve
Literature BJ 136/37, 1932, 320; BJ 142, 1937, 318; BJ 145,
1940,280, 301, 320; BJ 146,1941, 329-330, 376;
BJ 149, 1949, 336, 355J BJ 150, 1950, 152; BJ 159,
1959,389
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455 Donsbrüggen - Kirche
Finds (d) St io6B, Br 3A, Br 36
Collection RLM
Literature BJ 159, 1959, 389
456 Donsbrüggen - Heidenkirchhof
Finds (d) c. St l loA
Collection Museum Kleve
Literature BJ 148, 1948, 383
457 Donsbrüggen - Gnadental
Firnis fa-e) x, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RLM
Literature BJ 146,1941, 301
458 Kleve - Nassauer Mauer I
Finds (d) Br 36, (e) St 201, (f) lamp f'Firmalampe')
Collection Museum Kleve
Literatare 8)159,1959,419
459 Kleve-Nassauer Mauer II
Finds f dj Hofh 50, St I29A, xx, (e) St 210, Br 19', x
Collection Museum Kleve
Literature B] 159,1959,419-20
460 Schneppenbaum - Qualburg I
Excavation RLM 1937
Collection RLM, Museum Kleve, private
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974, 96-98
461 Schneppenbaum - Qualburg 11
Excavation HLM 1937
Collection KLM, Muséum Kleve, private
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974,96-98
462 Schneppenbaum - Waldmannshaus
Finds (a) Drag 18/31 stamps CELSIN vs F and CEL-
SINVS, (b) St 2, (d) St 111, Br 37, xx, (e) Nb
104, (g) as Caligula, (i) //// on Drag 18/31
Collection private
Literature BJ 166, 1966, 579-80
463 Nierswalde - Cornelienhof
Finds (d) Br 36, x, (e) x
Collection School Nierswalde
Literature BJ 162, 1962, 547-8
464 Nierswalde - An der Klosterhufe
Finds (d) xx, (e) xx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection RLM
Literature BJ 162, 1962, 547
465 Nierswalde - Parz. Wefe"
Finds (m) LIA, (q) whetstone (LIA or Roman)
Collection RLM
Literature BJ 162, 1962, 547, 549
466 Asperden - Versunkenes Kloster
Excavation RLM 1964
Collection RLM
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974,99-100
467 Kessel - Niers
Finds (gj solidi Constantinus I, Constantius II and
Magnentius, (I) gold ring with polished rock-
crystal, iron fragment
Collection RLM
Literature Nachrichtenblatt des Niersverbandes 2,1936,
22; BJ 142, 1937, 196,202; BJ 143/4,1938-9.292
468 Kessel - Kartenspielerweg
Finds (a) Drag 37, (b) St 2, (d) x, (e) St 202, St 210,
Nb 104, x, (j) xxx, (m) LIA/RA
Collection Museum Kleve
Literature BJ 142, 1937, 320; BJ 157, 1957,424
469 Megen - De Hoge Hop5
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 31; AN 1967,92 and 1969,
114
470 Macharen - Harense Broek
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 34
471 Berghem - Twinkel
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 5
472 Berghem - Hoge Tussenreten
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 6; Knippenberg 1959,49
473 Berghem - De Lallenberg I
Literature Beex 1955; AN 1956,23
474 Berghem-De Lallenberg 11
Literature Beex 1955; AN 1956,23; Bogaers I970b
475 Haren - De Spaanse Steeg
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 35-36; AN 1960, 270;
Verwers 1973; Peddemors 1975, nos. 204-232
476 Haren - dorp
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 37
25 For sites 469-503 and 514-515, which are all in the prov-
ince of North Brabant and south of the Meuse, no further in-
formation can be supplied in this catalogue (see also p. 14). In
due time, a complete inventory will be published by W.J.H.
Verwers.
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477 Haren - Berkse straat
Literature Modderman 1950, no 38
478 Haren - Berchems Broek
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 48
479 Deursen - Onze Lieve Vrouwenberg
Literature JRMO 1939, 7; Modderman 1950, no. 47
480 Deursen-Het Hoge Veld
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 46
481 Deursen - De Pachtkamp
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 42
482 Deursen - De Woerden
Literature AN 1968,118
483 Deursen - Dennenburg I
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 43; AN 1968,94
484 Deursen - Dennenburg II
Literature AN 1968, 29-30
485 Deursen - Het Steenwerk
Literature ER in, 74, al. 2; Modderman 1950, no. 44; AN
1968,94
486 Dieden - dorp
Literature Modderman 1950, no. 41; perhaps also Hermans
1865,116
487 Oss - IJsselstraat
Literature AN 1973,15,105 and 1974, 184, 256; Peddemors
1975, nos. 233-4; Verwers 1978; See also
Verwers 1981
488 Herpen - Molenstraat
Literature Beex 1973, no. 229
489 Nistelrode - Vorssel
Literature AN 1969,123
490 Nistelrode - Slabroekse Heide
Literature Remouchamps 1924
491 Schaijk - Gaalsche Heide
Literature Modderman/Isings 1960/61; AN 1971,98-9
492 Escharen - Graafsche Raam I
Literature AN 1968, 94
493 Escharen - Escharense Veld I
Literature AN 1973, 103; Peddemors 1975, nos. 235-244;
Kooien 1978; Verwers/Beex 1978,20-1
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494 Escharen - Escharense Veld 11
Literature Verwers/Beex 1978, 20-1
495 Gassel - Rad van Avontuur
Literature Beex 1973, no. 237
496 Groot-Linden - Oostermeerweg
Literature Beex 1967,63, 66
497 Klein-Linden - Kapel
Literature Hermans 1865,11; Beex 1967,67
498 Beers - Dommelsvoort
Literature JRMO 1928,11
499 Cuijk - centre I
Literature Bogaers/Ruger 1974, 84-7
500 Cuijk-centre II
Literature Bogaers/Rüger 1974, 84-7; Koeling/Koolen
1978
501 Cuijk - Grotestraat
Literature JRMO 1913, 7; JRMO 1914, 7: JRMO 1915, 5; JRMO
1929, 8; Koeling/Koolen 1978, 20
502 Cuijk - Maaskade
Literature JRMO 1970, 264
503 Oeffeit - Heerstraat
Literature Hermans 1865,6-7; Beex 1973, no. 251
504 Opheusden - Maneswaard
Situation Material found in secondary position as a result
of dredging activities
Finds (e) xx, (k) tuff
Collection private
505 Neersteind - De Nachtigaal
Finds fc) HBW 28, (d) St logA, St 131, (f) St 302
Collection private
506 Altforst - De Hoge Woerd
Finds (d-e) xxx, (m) MIA, LIA, RA
Collection GAS '
507 Middelaar - Dorpsstraat
Finds (d) xxx, (e) St 201, Al 27, xxx, (m) LIA, RA, (o)
BOD 9-12
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1979, io-ii
508 Middelaar - Witteweg
Finds (a) Ch 320, xx, (b) St 2, Br sA, xxx, (c) Tl, xx,
f d) St 111, St 1298, St 147, Hofh 78, Br 37, xxx,
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(e) St 210, St 218, Nb 89, Nb IO4/A128, Al 27,
xxx, (g) follis or aes-III Constantinus I, Ij} xxx,
Ik) tuff, hypocaust-tiles, (1) glass, (m) RA (ij)
basalt lava, slags
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1980, 16-7; JAWNN 1982,12-4
509 Middelaar - Eikenstraat
Finds (o/SöDcj-12
Collection private
1IO Arnhem - Velperweg
Finds f g) sestertius Severus Alexander
Collection private
511 Eist-Aam II
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (p) sceleton and glass beads
Collection private
Literature JROB 1981, no; JAWNN 1982,24
517 Bemmel - Kattenleger
Finds (b) St 2, (d) St i loB, Br 37
Collection private
Literature JROB 1981, no
518 Beuningen - Krommehoekstraat
Finds fo) Bö D 9-12
Collection GAS
519 Wijchen - Het Sterrebosch
Finds f o/ Bö Bia, Bo B^b, Bö D i, Bö D 9-12, La
Baume 1967, type D 8, (p} francisca Bo Bi, iron
spearhead and axe
Collection MFB, private
Literature JROB 1981, in; JAWNN 1981, IO-I
520 Alverna — Leemweg I
Finds fm) EIA, LIA
Collection RMO, MFB
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 235
512 Wijchen - De Poort
Situation a.s.s.
Finds (m) EIA, MIA fn) bracelet Haev 73
Collection private
Literature JAWNN 1980,28-30
513 Kesteren - Broekdijk
Situation a.s.s.
Finds fa) Drag45,xx, (t) xxx, (c) Tl, T2, xxx, (d)
St 109, Br 36, Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210,
St2i3A, St2i8, 81219, Nb89, Nb 104, xxx, (f)
'fine Nijmegen' pottery, (j) xxx, (k) tuff, lime-
stone, other stone with cement, (m) LIA, RA, (q)
wattle and daub, whetstone, decorated bone frag-
ment
Collection GAS
514 Escharen - Graafsche Raam II"
Literature Lafaurie 1958, 1960
515 Cuijk - Padbroek26
Literature JAWNN 1975, 21-3; 1976,19-22; 1977,13-14;
Koeling 1977, 118-9; Verwers 1981
516 Andelst - Willem Alexanderstraat
Finds fc) xxx, (e) xx, (m) MIA?, LIA, (o) Bö D 9-12
Collection GAS
Literature JROB 1981, ni
26 See p. 129, note 25.
521 Alverna - Valendries E
Finds (!) bronze fibula, (m) EIA, LIA
Collection RMO
Literature Modderman 1951, no. 85; Peddemors 1978, no.
234
522 Alverna-Leemweg 11
Finds (m) EIA, LIA
Collection RMO
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 216
523 Alverna-Geitweg II
Finds (m) EIA, MIA, LIA
Collection AWNN, GAS
Literature Peddemors 1978, no. 178
524 Alverna - Meiberg
Finds (a) xx, fc) Br i6C, (d) Hofh 78, xxx, (e) Nb 89,
St 219, xxx, (j) xxx, fm) MIA, LIA, RA, (q)
loomweight
Collection MFB?
Literature AN 1957, 53; Peddemors 1978, no. 159
525 Middelaar - Van Heumenstraat
Finds (b) xx, (d) Hofh 78, xxx, (e) St 201, St 210, xxx,
(m) RA, (q) wattle and daub
Collection private
526 Milsbeek - Kerstenberg
Finds (a)Dngi»l3i,(b) St 2, St it.BryA?, (c) Br
i6C, (d) St logB/iioA, Br 8, Br 36
Collection private
Literature JROB 1981, 152; JAWNN 1981,16-8
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527 Mook - Plasmolensehof
Finds (d) St 1518, (j) xx, (l) iron knife
Collection private
Literature JROB 1981,152
528 Ubbergen - Berkenlaan
Finds fa) stamp of the legio I Minervia Antoniniana fjj
x
Collection private
529 Homoet - De Blauwe Den
Finds (d) St i ioB, (e) Br 14A
Collection GAS
Literature JROB 1981, no
The data from the following sites, most of which were discov-
ered or reported in 1981 or 1982, are not shown on the Appen-
dices which were being printed when the information became
available. For this reason, the approximate co-ordinates are
also indicated under 'other data'
530 Heteren - Het Lage Land II
Finds (a-f) xxx, (I) bronze fibulae, bronze bowl, iron
object, (m) RA
Collection GAS, HKKO, private
Other data location 181.2/439.0
531 Oosterhout - Elzenwoerd
Situation a.s.S. (not recorded by soil-survey)
Finds (a-e) xxx, fj) xxx, (1) bronze stilus, glass, (m)
RA
Collection private
Literature JROB 1982,120
Other data location 184.4/431.9
532 Druten - Genechtstraat
Finds fgj denarius Marcus Antonius
Collection private
Literature JROB 1982,120
Other data location 169.5/433.2
533 Kekerdom - Millingerwaard
Situation eroded a.s.S.
Finds (a) xxx, (b-e) xxx, (j) xxx, (k) xxx
Collection private
Literature JROB 1982, 121
Other data location 197.1/431.7
534 Heumen - Rijksweg
Finds (a) xx, (b-e) xxx, (j) xxx
Collection GAS
Literature JROB 1981, no; JROB 1982,120
Other data location 186.1/420.5
535 Druten - Kerkstraat
Finds (m) HA
Collection GAS
Other data location 168.5/433.6
536 Angerlo - Kellse Vicarie
Excavation ROB 1982
Collection ROB
Literature JROB 1982, 33
Other data location 206.7/445.6
537 Ouddijk-Hees
Finds (b-e) xxx, tol Bb D 9-12
Collection Museum Zevenaar
Literature JROB 1982, 119
Other data location 206.0/437.3
538 Zevenaar - Steenheuvel
Finds (a) Ch 320, (b-e) xxx, In) bracelets Haev 33, 73
Collection Museum Zevenaar
Literature JROB 1982, 120
Other data location 202.5/436.9
539 Mook - Startse dijk
Situation The site was discovered in 1954. Although its lo-
cation was recorded precisely, the find circum-
stances were not. Most of the finds clearly indi-
cate a settlement, but they also include material
from burials, undoubdedly belonging to the cem-
etery at site 383.
Finds (a) Drag 18/31,Drag3i,Drag33,Drag45, (b)
St n,St22, Br3, Br4A, Br 17, xxx, (c) xx, (d)
St 107, St :o9, St i loB, Br 36, xxx, (e) St 210,
St 218, T 4, Br 2iA, xxx, (j) xxx, (I) bronze en-
amelled figure fibula, bronze pendant, bone disc,
(m) RA, fo) Bö D 9-I2
Collection private
Literature JROB 1982, 169
Other data location 190.3/417.0
540 Mook - Plasmolensehof
Finds <g) as Antoninus Pius
Collection private
Other data location 191.7/416.8
541 Mook-Bisselt
Finds (g) dupondii Antoninus Pius
Collection private
Other data location 191.0/419.3
542 Wageningen - Kleine Doove
Situation a.s.s. (not recorded by soil survey)
Finds (m) LIA/RA
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Collection GAS
Literature Van de Westeringh 1983, addendum between p.
13 and 14
Other data location 171.8/440.1
543 Nijmegen - Eversweg
Situation The site could be a part of site 419
Finds (c) HBW 28, xx, (d) St lagA, x, (e) x, (m) xx
Collection private
Other data location 190.6/427.0
t Following the first reports inspired by the ideas of the New
Archaeology, there is by now a vast amount of literature on this
subject, from highly theoretical considerations to practical ap-
plications and very critical appreciations. This cannot be eva-
luated here, but, if anything has become especially clear over
the past decade, it is that interpretations of relations between
the archaeological record and the structure of the society that
left it are neither simple nor straightforward.
2 See e.g. Schiffer 1976.
6 THE FINDS
6.1 INTRODUCTION
In a study like the present one, the material evidence,
that is, the finds, play a major role in several ways. Their
importance exceeds by far that of being instrumental in
dating sites or in dividing them into cemeteries, settle-
ments, etc. This is, of course, their primary function,
but they can and should be employed to develop hypo-
theses regarding as many aspects of pre- and protohistor-
ic society as possible. The opportunity to do so is, how-
ever, limited by two groups of interrelated problems.
The first set of problems concerns the relation between
the observed variability in the archaeological record and
the economic, social, or other aspects of past behaviour.
This is partly a matter of interpretation. Simple opera-
tionalizations at a practical level would result in ques-
tions like: does the introduction of bronze coinage imply
a market economy, does the presence of terra sigillata
imply wealth and/or social status, etc.1 It is also a matter
of conservation, because the observed variability in the
archaeological record is clearly different from that in the
originally deposited material, and even from that in the
fraction that is potentially still available.2 Essentially,
hypotheses have to be formulated and conclusions have
to be reached on the basis of only a small portion of the
already restricted amount of material that has survived
until today.
The second set of problems is of a more prosaic nature.
The quality and quantity of the material from the east-
ern river area which is used in this study is, comparative-
ly, very good. It is varied, generally fairly accurately dat-
able, and usually the find-circumstances are reasonably
well documented. In a statistical sense it is, however, in
no way a systematic or a random sample of what is avail-
able. It is composed of material from fairly recent and
adequately collected surface finds, but also from older
and recent collections which are clearly not representa-
tive of all the material at a site and of accidental finds re-
covered during many kinds of earth-removing activities
for building purposes, the digging of ditches, and the
like.
Moreover, there are several reasons why material could
not be used, such as the finds from unpublished excava-
tions which are only sporadically incorporated, finds
which could no longer be located, those which were not
available for study, and those which were for some rea-
son rejected. The latter include at least one category
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which could have been very informative. These are the
generally rather special finds discovered during dredg-
ing activities, which regrettably almost invariably have
somewhat obscure find-circumstances.3
The usefulness of the find-material presented here is
thus unsuited to the application of sophisticated statisti-
cal techniques. None the less, it contains a great deal of
valuable information for other purposes. In this chapter,
a number of find-categories are treated in more detail in
order to present some of that information, which would
otherwise remain hidden in the catalogue. This special
treatment does not extend to all find-categories. For
varying reasons, some were omitted. The rare or unique
finds will be discussed later, whenever they provide in-
formation on a specific subject. Among these is also the
metalware, which is very diverse, with the exception of
only three frequent types of finds: nails, fibulae, and
coins. The chronological information yielded by the last
two is, of course, employed in dating sites, but single
coins especially are not suitable for that purpose.
A separate discussion of the coins found in the region
will be published in due time.4 This is necessary, be-
cause a numismatical evaluation has to incorporate all
coin-finds in the area. The catalogue does not include
excavation finds or, with the exception of a few very im-
portant finds, coins whose provenance is not fully estab-
lished. Comparable arguments apply to the fibulae.5
Moreover, after closing the catalogue it was discovered
that the data concerning metal objects in particular were
incomplete. This is partly due to the exclusion of dredg-
ing-finds mentioned above, but even more to the activi-
ties of a whole new category of collectors, who search
known sites for metal objects with the help of detectors.
None of these collectors belonged to the group of ama-
teur archaeologists whose collections were examined.
The seemingly fairly limited numbers of coins, fibulae,
and other metal objects may drastically alter in the next
decade or so, after incorporation of the wave of detector-
finds. Even more importantly, it may to some extent also
alter possible interpretations, for instance, of the circula-
tion of money in certain periods. The recent discovery of
more than 300 mainly 4th-century coins at site 239
(probably not from a hoard) is the most striking exam-
ple.' This could well be an exceptional case, but there is
no proof for that until more sites have been systemati-
cally investigated.7
Typology and Chronology
Two of the matters to be discussed in this chapter are ty-
pology and chronology. This is only done in those cases
where the start of an inventory for the region and the
presentation of more detailed data than those given in
the catalogue seemed useful (terra sigillata), and also
where new information on typochronological issues
could be provided. For most of the pottery, this is nei-
ther necessary nor possible, because adequate typo-
chronological series are already available in the copious
literature on this subject and the pottery-finds from the
eastern river area being discussed here are generally un-
stratified and therefore unsuitable for this purpose. For
some of the other finds, the additional information con-
sists of an overview of the variation and significance of
the evidence dispersed in the catalogue, supplemented as
much as possible with data from excavations.
Apart from typology and chronology there are two other
matters which are discussed whenever relevant. These
are the problems of import versus local production and
of the significance of observed frequency and distribu-
tion.
Production
The question of what was produced and what was im-
ported in the eastern river area will be evaluated in more
detail in the second part of this study, when the different
aspects of the economy are discussed. In this chapter,
the production of some materials, but especially of pot-
tery, is considered. In the absence of kiln-sites, it is often
difficult to decide whether pottery was manufactured lo-
3 At first, it was decided to accept at face value the stories
connected with objects which were p resented to a museum and
reject those that were sold, on the assumption that in the first
case there was no reason for doubt. This decision quickly prov-
ed to be unrealistic, and therefore most of these finds were not
taken into consideration.
4 Verwers, in prep.
5 An inventory of several groups is being prepared by Dr
J. K. Haalebos (pers. comm. 31. io. 1978).
6 See chapter 5, note 19.
7 For an evaluation of the efficiency of metal-detectors, see
e.g. Crowther 1981. In this respect it is worth noting that the
systematic collection of metal objects by means of a detector in
the occupation layer of the settlement at Wijk bij Duurstede-
De Horden (JROB 1977, 36; 1978, 42; 1979, 53; 1981, 37)
caused a very significant increase of metal excavation finds.
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cally or imported. Kilns are relatively scarce in the re-
gion, but at least there are one or more examples for each
of the periods under consideration.
The earliest one8 is the kiln from Bemmel (165) which,
in view of its date,9 is already very sophisticated. It is an
updraught kiln, which is also the most common type
during the entire Roman Period. A possible second kiln
was excavated in Ressen (151) in 1948.10 In this case, if
we are indeed dealing with a kiln, the native pottery was
fired in an open pit. This method of firing pottery has
also been observed elsewhere for an earlier period.11 The
coexistence of firing-techniques at different levels of
technical sophistication is, however, a perfectly normal
phenomenon, and one which can also be observed today.
The kiln-pit from site 151 could date to the Late-Iron
Age or Early-Roman Period, or even later. Certainly
early-Roman potting activities have only been reported
for sites 412 (Nijmegen-Hunerberg) and 499 (Cuijk).12
For the Middle-Roman Period, potter's kilns have been
found at sites 399 (Nijmegen-Waterkwartier) and 433
(Holdeurn).13
This is the total of actual kilns discovered so far, but
there are also other indications. Probable wasters of na-
tive pottery have been found at sites 192, 212, 222, 301,
341, and 479(?), of middle-Roman wheel-turned pottery
at sites I, 59, 250, 407, and 4i6(?). Hinz and Homberg14
have shown that late-Roman glazed ware was probably
produced at site 466. Other late-Roman pottery may
have been manufactured at site y.15 A large number of
clear wasters and other material indicate that one or
more (late-) Merovingian kirns were certainly present at
site 420. Production of Merovingian ponery at site 499 is
also a probability on account of a considerable number
of wasters.16 Apart from wasters, which do not always
constitute incontrovertible evidence for local production
because single sherds which landed in a fire by accident
may also look like a waster from a kiln, there are a num-
ber of other finds indicating production of pottery. Parts
of kilns were identified at sites 48(?), 299, and 315." A
number of collections also contained slags which were
different from the normal (iron-) slags, and may point to
pottery production. These were present in the material
from sites 59, 62(?), 98(?), I39(?), 196,226,270, and 312.
Apart from pottery, related materials such as brick,
loomweights, and spindle-whorls were locally produced
as well. There is also evidence for the production of glass
in the region, and numerous slags testify to the smelting
of iron.
Frequency and distribution
Because of the problems already mentioned above, such
as the incomparability of sites and the lack of informa-
tion about some of them, it is only possible to discuss
frequencies and distributions in fairly general terms. It
should be kept in mind that, for example, not all of the
enumerations of sites 'with finds of type x' are reliable in
an absolute sense because some collections were not
studied.
On the other hand, the total amount of material exam-
ined is large, varied, and from many different sites so
that, at least in a relative sense, acceptable statements
about frequencies and distributions can be made. It
seems very unlikely that conclusions about the relative
frequency of most find-categories will change drasti-
cally. Future research will undoubtedly show denser
distribution patterns, and recurring combinations of
certain classes of finds at certain sites can probably be
further elaborated. These are, however, more or less
eternal problems in research, and not special ones.
At a regional level, it seems acceptable that the total
quantity and variability of pottery is proportionally re-
lated to the fraction that has been studied, although cer-
tain distortions have to be taken into account. For exam-
ple, the presence or absence and relative quantities of
terra sigillata and those of native ceramics require a dif-
ferent approach because their chances of being seen, of
8 The kiln material and wasters from Duiven (196) are prob-
ably of middle-Iron Age date and therefore fall outside the
scope of the present discussion. There is nothing among the
burnt-clay fragments that points to a real kiln, so we are prob-
ably dealing with a kiln-pit.
9 Two charcoal samples yielded dates of 2250 ± 55 BP
(GrN-7226) and 2150 ± 50 BP (GrN-722?), which places the
kiln at the transition of the Middle- to the Late-Iron Age.
10 Braat 1949, 31 and PI.IX, 2-3.
11 Willems 19830, 229-34 (Early-Iron Age) and note 8
(Middle-Iron Age?).
12 Brunsting 1964,308 and Bogaers 1966, 87.
13 Daniels 1927, 90-3; Holwerda 1944, and Holwerda/Braat
1946.
14 1968, 184.
15 See note 106.
16 Pers. comm. J.R.A. M. Thijssen, autumn 1980.
17 The fragment of an oven floor from site 143 mentioned by
Braat 1949, 37 is probably a sieve or cheese press.
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actually being picked up, and of inclusion in a collection,
are definitely not equal. The possibility of different rates
of recovery in different parts of the region has already
been discussed in chapter i, but apart from that, there is
also the theoretical possibility of different rates of recov-
ery for successive chronological periods. In practice,
however, this does not seem to be an important potential
source of bias. Almost all the settlement sites in the en-
tire region are shallow and the earliest material may also
be found at the surface, even at the more deeply strati-
fied sites."
Nonetheless, these considerations only point to the fact
that at least some material from the deepest levels of
stratified sites will generally be found in a surface collec-
tion. They do not imply that this material is representa-
tive of the total range of variation of artifacts present in
those layers. Therefore, especially late-Iron Age and
early-Roman finds may be underrepresented at a re-
stricted number of settlement sites.
6.2 WHEEL-TURNED POTTERY
6.2.z Terra Sigillata
Of the 290 settlement sites (including probable and pos-
sible settlements) where Roman ceramics were found,
no fewer than 139 (48 %) yielded terra sigillata (t.s.) and
the same is true for 55 of the 84 Roman Period cemeter-
ies and single graves, all of which contained Roman pot-
tery. In quantitative terms, the overwhelming majority
has, of course, been found on the Nijmegen sites. There
is no way in which that material can be evaluated pre-
cisely, because only a part of it, and predominantly from
cemeteries,19 has been published. A few observations
can be made on the overall distribution of terra sigillata,
both in quantitative and in chronological terms.
Frequency
The majority of the settlements where terra sigillata was
found had only a few sherds: in 96 out of 139, no more
than i o and usually fewer examples were counted; n
settlements yielded 11-25 sherds and 32 settlements
more than 25 pieces. These last two groups of sites20 are
listed on fig. 24.
One of the most interesting questions to be answered is,
of course, whether the (quantitative) distribution of t.s.
is uneven or not, and if it is, in what direction and to
what degree. On the basis of the material studied, how-
ever, this proved to be a difficult problem to solve.
There is no way in which this material can be considered
a random sample: it is, on the contrary, heavily biased.
There are many differences in the opportunities of find-
ing material at a site, in the way in which available
sherds were collected, how they were dealt with after-
wards, whether or not they were available for study, and
soon.
There are, however, several reasons for assuming not an
absolute but at least a relative proportional rate of recov-
ery of t.s. sherds. First, the probability of a t.s. sherd be-
ing included in a collection is higher than other pottery.
Not only is it more easily discovered by its colour, any
amateur archaeologist walking a field with overflowing
pockets will still pick up that last piece of sigillata al-
though he would not bother to bend down for other
sherds. We may assume, therefore, that t.s. is generally
overrepresented, but, at the same time, that the quanti-
ties picked up at each site are more or less comparable to
each other, given that the opportunities for collecting
sherds are the same.
In this last respect, the most important distinction is not
between (partially) excavated and other sites. Archaeo-
logical excavation is, of course, usually a fine way of col-
lecting sherds, but so are other methods, such as the me-
ticulous search through heaps of earth resulting from all
work involving soil-removal: an activity often engaged
in by amateur archaeologists. There is, therefore, a ma-
jor distinction between large collections resulting from
earth-removal and small collections generally resulting
from field-walking. These two cannot really be com-
pared, because the incidence of t.s. in a collection is
clearly primarily a function of the total number of sherds.
This conclusion is supported by the fact that of the 290
settlements to be considered the 151 with no t.s. almost
all yielded small or very small quantities of Roman mate-
18 Which is due to the opspjr-phenomenon discussed above,
p. 72.
19 For the cemeteries, see Breuer 1931, Vermeulen 1932,
Brunsting 1937, Stuart 1977. For the castra, see Bogaers/
Haalebos a.o. 1976,1977, and i
20 Due to lack of information an occasional site may be ab-
sent from this list, for example nos. 135,395,450, and 487.
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Fig. 24 Settlements21 with more than 10 sherds of terra
sigillata.
Column I : x = excavated sites or sites where large amounts of
pottery (at least 250 sherds) were collected.
Column 2: x = Sites with (a) stone building(s).
Column 3 : x = sites associated with military affairs, e.g., be-
cause the material contains military tile-stamps
or other 'military' artifacts (without the impli-
cation that they are themselves military)
xx = sites strongly associated with military affairs
(implying that they are (probably) military)
11-25 sherds
7 Bennekom - Achterstraat x
23 Amhem - Rosandepolder
62 Opheusden - De Roetert x
105 Eist-dorp x
222 Winssen- Het Oude Veerhuis x
233 Ewijk-De Woerdjes x
239 Ewijk-De Grote Aalst x
275 Hernen - De Wijnakker x
299 Wijchen - De Pas, Passerot II x
341 Lunen - dorp x
377 Mock - Kloosterberg x
see 298 see 298
rial. At the other end, inspection of fig. 24 reveals that
settlements with more than 10 t.s. sherds virtually all
had large or very large amounts of other fragments
(hundreds or even thousands). This not only justifies the
conclusion that the incidence and quantity of t.s. is a
function of total numbers recovered but it also points to
the fact that t.s. must have been widely available. The
situation is that where enough sherds are present t.s. will
always be found among them; this means that not just in
48% but probably in 100% of the settlements at least
some t.s. was used. Whether this holds good for all Ro-
man periods will be considered below.
Unfortunately, this wide availability of t.s. makes it even
harder to reach conclusions about quantitative distribu-
tions for settlements in the region. There is, of course, a
very uneven distribution when the large Nijmegen sites
are compared to all the others. This is, again, mainly due
to the total amount of material collected, but there is no
doubt that the many thousands of t.s. sherds from Nij-
megen can never be equalled by other sites.
When these other sites are considered, it is important to
note that not all settlements with large or fairly large
amounts of material are registered on fig. 24. For exam-
ple, sites 43, 75, 93, 109, 123, 143, 150, 151, 192, 235,
27°> 355> 461, and 479 are lacking: they all yielded only
i-io t.s. sherds. Although this question can only be ac-
curately evaluated when more material and more precise
counts of several sites are available, it looks as if there
could be differences in numbers of t.s. between sites in
the region.
In order to explore this further, two other variables have
2i Note that sites 117-118 and 298-299 are closely associat-
ed.
> 25 sherds
i Ede - Veldhuizen
38 Resteren - Nedereindsestraat
48 Opheusden - De Zeven
Morgen
59 Hien - De Wuurdjes
117 Driel - Baarskamp/Lizesland
118 Driel - Marskamp
126 Arnhem - Meinerswijk
182 Herwen- De Bijland
194 Loo - Loowaard
214 Druten - Klepperhei
232 Ewijk - Ewijksche Velden
234 Ewijk -De Hoge Woerd
244 Beuningen - De Heuve
250 Lienden — Reekstraat
289 Hernen- De Loffert II
298 Wijchen -De Pas, Passerot I
315 Wijchen - Tienakker
391 Malden - Heumensoord
399 Nijmegen - Waterkwartier
403 Nijmegen - Valkhof I
406 Nijmegen - Traianusplein
407 Nijmegen - Hunerberg west
408 Nijmegen - Schildersbuurt
412 Nijmegen - Hunerberg
416 Nijmegen - Hunerberg oost
417 Nijmegen - Kops Plateau
433 Berg en Dal - De Holdeum
441 Millingen - Eversberg
460 Schneppenbaum- Qualburg
466 Asperden - Versunkenes
Kloster
499 Cuijk - centre I
500 Cuijk - centre II
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been added to the list on fig. 24. These are the presence
or absence of stone buildings at the site and the associa-
tion with military affairs. In both cases some relation
may exist. Of the 55 settlements where certainly, proba-
bly, or possibly stone buildings occur, no fewer than 29
are listed. When all 'possible' cases are omitted, these
figures become 45 against 29. On the other hand, there
are 235 (or 245) settlements without evidence for build-
ings in stone, of which only 15" are listed. The impor-
tance of these figures is reduced by the fact that 31 (29)
of the 55 (45) sites have yielded large or very large
amounts of pottery, while for the other 235 (245) sites
that number is only 36 (38). The relation is not entirely
spurious, because among the 29 settlements with a lot of
sigillata and stone buildings, 28 may be in the category
'large amounts of pottery'; but approximately the same
is true for the 14 settlements with a lot of sigillata but
without stone buildings, 13 of which are in that same
category. The relation is, however, not particularly
strong.
When the variable 'military association' is introduced,
the relations become even more complicated, because
'military' and 'stone-building' are strongly associated.
Except for early-Roman military settlements, all certain-
ly military camps are (partly) built in stone.23 Unfortu-
nately, it is impossible to define sharply which of the
sites are military. The canabae around the Nijmegen for-
tress (sites 407, 408, and 416) and the Holdeurn (433)
are, in some ways, military sites. The same is true to a
lesser extent for a number of possible vici (23, 38, 118,
461, and 500), if these are indeed such settlements. Then
there are the probable camps (117, 194) and a number of
sites with military tile-stamps, as given in fig. 24. The
problems connected with the 'military' interpretations
are discussed elsewhere. Because, 'military' is, of course,
the antecedent variable in relation to 'stone-building',
that would explain much of correlation between the lat-
ter and the variable ' > 10 sherds of t.s.'.
Because 'military' cannot be sharply defined we must be
content here with some observations on the relation be-
tween 'military' and quantity of t.s.. It turns out that all
certainly military camps (126, 182, 403, 406, 412, 460,
466, and 499) are in the > 25 category. It could be ob-
jected that almost all of these have been excavated, but in
several cases that argument is not valid. For example,
within the first half hour of the discovery of site 126, no
less than 14 t.s. sherds were found under unfavourable
circumstances (in mole-hills). The data are less precise
for other sites, but dozens of t.s. surface finds from sites
403 and 412 are stored in the Museum Kam in Nijme-
gen, while those from site 182 were brought up by
dredging, and the first t.s. from site 466 by digging in
the 18705.
Find-histories of other sites cannot be reconstructed in
detail, except for site 406, which was exceptional be-
cause it was not indicated as an early military camp by
surface finds before its discovery in 1974. In this respect
it is equally significant that the three potential and unex-
cavated camps (117/8, 194, and 450") also yielded more
than 25 t.s. sherds and that the canabae and all but one25
of the possible vici are indicated on fig. 24.
It may thus be concluded that there is a definite connec-
tion between 'military' settlements and a high incidence
of t.s.. On the other hand, a number of 'civil' settlements
also yield considerable quantities. This may partly be
explained by high total numbers of recovered material,
but other causes, such as a relation with stone buildings,
cannot be excluded. In this respect, the significance of
terra sigillata in relation to other characteristics of settle-
ment sites will be evaluated in the forthcoming second
part of this study (chapter 8).
Chronology
One important factor in the distribution and frequency
of t.s., namely its chronology, has so far been omitted.
Because the material of major excavated sites cannot be
considered, a detailed evaluation is again impossible. In
general, the overwhelming majority of all t.s. can be dat-
ed to the Middle-Roman Period or, more precisely, to
the second century and the first half of the third. Flavian
sigillata is abundant in Nijmegen, but it also occurs in
small numbers in several other sites. When pre-Flavian
sigillata is considered, the distribution is restricted or
very restricted.
As far as South-Gaulish ware is concerned, there are
some difficulties in its determination. Because of the
22 It should be noted that these figures include such sites as
406 and 417 which could not have had stone buildings because
both sites are too early.
23 The late-Roman burgus of Heumensoord (391) and also
that in Qualburg (460) may be other exceptions.
24 The published information on site 450 gives this impres-
sion, but it could not be verified. Site 450 is therefore omitted
on fig. 24.
25 Only little material is available from site 461, which may
have been a vicus or a statio beneficiariorum consulates.
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fragmentary nature of the material, it is sometimes very
doubtful whether a sherd is pre-Flavian or not. Howev-
er, certainly pre-Flavian South-Gaulish sigillata occurs
in a number of sites outside Nijmegen, a.o. 23, 48, 62,
93, 117, 126, 234, 239, 315, 331, 336, 385, 499, and 501.
Of these sites only nos. 117,126, and 315 included exam-
ples which should certainly be dated to before ± AD 50.
Two of them also have Arretine ware. A complete list of
all sites with Arretine ware is presented in fig. 25.
It is clear that the distribution of the earliest sigillata
must be connected with the presence of the Roman
army. In terms of absence/presence on sites, it seems
that t.s. increasingly spread out over the entire region
throughout the ist century, but that its distribution re-
mained restricted to a limited number of sites. In terms
of quantity, no degree of comparability ever existed. In
the Early-Roman Period, t.s. was virtually absent out-
side the Nijmegen sites and it was not until Flavian times
that it occurred in at least some quantity in the sur-
rounding region. Compared to Nijmegen, however, Fla-
vian t.s. was still scarce in the region. This situation only
changed in the 2nd century, when t.s. finally became sig-
nificant in quantitative terms outside Nijmegen.
The conclusion reached above, that t.s. was used in
probably 100% of the settlements, must be restricted
therefore to the period after AD 100. It is not quite possi-
ble to determine exactly how long this situation lasted.
For example, the relatively late dish Drag 32 is very
poorly represented,26 but the equally late mortarium
Drag 45 has a wide distribution. The incidence of late-
Roman t.s. is also quite instructive in this respect: of the
62 settlements27 with late-Roman material, 29 had late
(4th- or early 5th-century) t.s.. These are sites i, 5,7,21,
46, 79. 114. 123, 126, 135, 143, 150, 154, 156, 168, 244,
250, 289, 291, 298, 315, 391, 399, 403) 460. 466, 495.
499, and 500.
This means that 47 % of the late-Roman settlements had
t.s., a figure that compares well with the general figure of
48 % which was calculated earlier for all settlements. To
conclude that t.s. was available to everyone up to the
very end of the Roman occupation of the region is, how-
ever, not entirely justified because possible sites are
omitted and it has to be taken into consideration that an
26 This may have been caused by an abnormal distribution,
because both in relative and in absolute numbers this dish
seems to be well represented only on military sites.
27 Possible late-Roman settlement-sites have not been in-
cluded.
Fig. 25 Sites with Arretine sigillata
No. Name Type of site
3 Ede - Manen
117 Driel - Baarskamp
126 Arnhem - Meinerswijk
336 Alverna - Heumenseweg
400 Nijmegen - Kronenburgerpark
403 Nijmegen - Valkhof
406 Nijmegen - Traianusplein
409 Nijmegen - Museum Kamstraat
412 Nijmegen - Hunerberg
413 Nijmegen - R.K. Kerkhof
417 Nijmegen - Kops Plateau
418 Nijmegen - Kleine Kopse Hof
settlement
settlement
(probably military)
settlement (military)
cemetery
cemetery
settlement
(probably military)
settlement (military)
cemetery
(partly military?)
settlement (military)
cemetery (military)
settlement (military)
cemetery (military)
unknown number of late-Roman sites may not have
been recognized as such. In quantitative terms, it seems
that, just as in the preceding period, people hi some loca-
tions possessed much more of it than people elsewhere.
Most of the late-Roman t.s. comes from the proven mili-
tary sites 391,403,460,466, and 499. The fact that these
have been (partially) excavated may be ignored, because
other sites with late t.s. (i, 7, 123, 126, 143, 150, 244,
250, 298, 315, and 399) all have large total numbers of
sherds (or were excavated) as well.
Imports and imitations
All sigillata was, of course, imported into the region, al-
though at least during the ist century imitations of it
were made locally by Gallo-Belgic and/or military pot-
ters. Evidence for this was found in Nijmegen at the
Hunerberg (407, 412, 4i6),28 in Berg en Dal at De Hol-
deurn (433)," and in Cuyk on the site of the fort (499).M
Other ist-century imitations in terra rubra or terra nigra
may, in principle, also have been produced locally, but
because no evidence for this has been found so far, im-
portation of most of this pottery from further south must
be assumed.
28 Haalebos/Thijssen 1977.
29 Holwerda 1944.
30 Bogaers 1966, 67.
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As far as imitation is concerned, it is worth noting that
the most obvious imitations of terra sigillata, in both
form and fabric, occur only in periods when the real
product was scarce or not even available. The conclusion
reached above, that in our region terra sigillata was in
principle available to everyone after AD 100 to the end of
the 3th century, is supported by the fact that clear imita-
tions are virtually restricted to the I st century on the one
hand and to the 4th and 5th-6th centuries on the other.
The ist century imitations are especially forms in terra
rubra and also in fine Nijmegen ware.31 As was to be ex-
pected, they occur in greater quantities only at the Nij-
megen sites. Imitations in the 5th and 6th centuries are
the red-brown slip ware: the so-called rotbraun gestrich-
ene Ware discussed in paragraph 6.2.2,32 and African red
slip ware, which so far is lacking from the eastern river
area. A Nijmegen concentration for rotbraun gestrichene
Ware has not be established. The few examples known
so far are all from the river area and are almost certainly
imports, possibly from Mayen or Trier.
As far as the centres of manufacture of regular terra si-
gillata are concerned, it is impossible to assess their rela-
tive importance for the supply of the eastern river area.
Most of the t.s. sherds available for study are surface
finds. Material from unpublished excavations could not
be included and much of the decorated and/or stamped
sigillata mentioned in the site-catalogue could not be
traced or was not accessible for inspection. Therefore,
the material presented in the lists of decorated and
stamped sigillata is only a tiny fraction of the material re-
covered and unsuitable for further interpretation. It is
presented only as a first inventory of sigillata from
known findspots, which would otherwise have been left
unpublished. It will become useful for detailed analysis
only after the addition of the unpublished sigillata from
excavations.
The inventory of decorated sigillata33 has been compiled
by grouping the material according to production
centre. Within the different groups, sherds have been
listed according to site of origin, followed by the type of
vessel concerned. The stamps are recorded in alphabeti-
cal order, followed by the site and the type of vessel.
Fig. 26 South Gaulish terra sigillata. Scale 1:2.
Parts of broken stamps are marked [ ].
Although, in principle, the information on a particular
stamp is derived firstly from Oswald's work,34 this has
been replaced in quite a few instances by more up-to-
date information, especially for those stamps whose
identical dies have already been published by B.R.Hart-
ley.35
LIST OF DECORATED TERRA SIGILLATA (FigS. 26-32)
South Gaulish terra sigillata
1 Site 62. Drag. 37. Ovolo probably from Biragillus (Oswald
1948, PI. XXX, i) and similar to ovolo from Mascuus (Simon
1962, Abb. I, 10). Leaf Karnitsch 1959, Taf. 16,3? (Mercato).
For style see Knorr 1912, Taf. XXI and Vermeulen 1932, PI.
XVIII,i (identical ovolo and leaf, but wrong parallels). Early-
Flavian.
2 Site 62. Drag. 29. Upper frieze with metope decoration by
means of wavy line.
3 Site 62. Drag. 29. Horizontally imbricated pinnate leaves
Knorr 1919, Taj. 58, D (Modestus) and 1952, Taf. 2, C (OP
ARDACI) and Taf. 48, A (OF PASSENI), Glasbergen 1948 b, afb.
1,7 (Murranus). Claudius-Nero.
4 Site 75. Drag. 29. Lanceolate bud Hermet 1934, PI. 12, 40.
Upper frieze bordered by bead line. For style, see a.o. Knorr
1952, Taf. 83, B. Flavian.
5 Site 109. Drag. 37. Satyr with grapes Oswald 597, see Kar-
nitsch 1959, Taf. 16, 6 and Bloemers 19783, Abb. 96, 129. Pan
Oswald 714, see Karnitsch 1959, Taf. 15,6 and 16,2. Style of
Mercato. Flavian.
6 Site 117. Drag. 37. Basal wreath like Knorr 1952, Taf. 30,
C, E (GERMANI). Standing figure possibly Diana. Late-Fla-
vian.
7 Site 117. Drag. 29. Upper frieze with metope decoration:
sloping wavy lines and arrowheads, see a.o. Knorr 1919, Taf.
64, F (OF PASSENI) and 1952, Taf. 83, A (OF SEVERI). Early-
Flavian.
31 See paragraphs 6.2.3 a11^ 6.2.6.
32 It is, however, questionable whether this late sigillata-like
ware should be called 'imitation'. For an interesting approach
to this problem see Rigoir/Rigoir/Vertet 1973.
33 I am greatly indebted to a number of people for their as-
sistance and advice in compiling this list. I thank C. G. A. Mor-
ren (Apeldoorn), L. Bakker (Bonn), and my colleagues from
the ROB, J.A. Trimpe Burger and W.J. van Tent, for their
generous help.
34 Oswald 1931.
35 In 8 number of different publications. As far as possible,
his die-numbers are mentioned.
140
WILLEM J.H. WILLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. 6 The Finds
141
WILLEM J.H. WILLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. 6 The Finds
142
WILLEM J.H. WILLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. 6 The Finds
<1 Fig. 27 Terra sigillata from southern (23) and central (24-36)
Gaul, Blickweiler/Eschweilerhof (37-38), and La Madeleine
(39-46). Scale i :2.
8 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo like Hermet 1934, PI. 35bis, 31.
Leaf-like ornament Knorr 1919, Textb. 7 and Karnitsch 1959,
Taf. 15,1 (Mercato-style). Dog Oswald 1925, see Karnitsch
1959, Taf. 14,1. Flavian
9 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Knorr 1919, Taf. 57, 19. Satyr
Oswald 597 (cf. no. 5) under arch Karnitsch 1959, Taf. 16, i
and 2, with ornament Knorr 1919, Textb. 12. Compare Müller
1968, Taf. 4, 65 and esp. Vanderhoeven 1978, Taf. 91, 775
which could be from the same mould. Style of Mercato. Fla-
vian.
10 Site 117. Drag. 37. Small fragment with unidentifiable
ovolo. Flavian
11 Site 126. Drag. 29. Upper frieze with compound-stalked
scroll. Cordate leaf and stipule Knorr 1952, Taf. 36, D (Mas-
clus), Taf. 44, B (Murranus), Taf. 50, A (Pontus) and Knorr
1919, Taf. 64, F, G (Passenus). Cuneiform leaf a.o. Hermet
1934, PI. 73, 3 and Haalebos 1977, Taf. 32, 24. Small circles
a.o. Knorr 1919, Taf. 22, C with birds Oswald 2249 and 2294.
Oswald 2249 also on Knorr 1919, Taf. 22, C, Oswald 2294
possibly: compare Knorr 1952, Taf. 33 (Modestus) for better
parallel. Rosette with one-sided wear: Knorr 1919, Taf. 63, B,
C and 1952, Taf. 48, A (all Passenus). Middle frieze with
shortened elongated tongues Mary 1967 Taf. 13, 22; 15, I and
20; 16,15, Knorr 1952, Taf. 39, C and 40, B. Lower frieze with
festoons Hermet PI. 57, 2 and 5, Knorr 1919, Taf. 64, F and
1952, Taf. 36, C, connected by astralagus Knorr 1919, Taf. 64,
G. Small rosette Knorr 1919, Taf. 64, G and 1952, Taf. 48, B
(both Passenus). Probably product of Passenus. Nero - Early-
Vespasian.
12 Site 126. Drag. 30. Diana Oswald 104. Compare Kar-
nitsch 1959, Taf. i i ,2 and Vermeulen 1932, PI. 18,8. Flavian.
13 Site 135. Drag. 29. Middle frieze with triple leaves Knorr
1919, Textb. 12 (Passenus, Rufinus, and Secundus), compare
Knorr 1912, Taf. 9, 4. Lower frieze cuneiform leaf and stipule
Knorr 1952, Taf. 39, C, D, E and 48, C (Meddilus and Passen-
us), small leaf Knorr 1919, Taf. 62,66 (Passenus), Knorr 1952,
Taf. 39, E (Meddilus), festoon Knorr 1952, Taf. 39, D (Med-
dilus). Vespasian.
14 Site 194. Drag. 37. Metope decoration with arrowheads.
Flavian.
15 Site 234. Drag. 37. Ovolo Knorr 1919, Taf. 57,19 (cf. no.
9)- 'Flabellum' Knorr 1919, Taf. 57, t l . See Knorr 1919, Taf.
57, H and Karnitsch 1959, Taf. 14,1,2 and 15,2. Style of Mer-
cato. Flavian.
16 Site 250. Drag. 37. Ovolo Knorr 1919, Taf. 57, 19 (cf. no.
9 and 15). Goose Oswald 2286. Compound-stalked scroll with
leaves Knorr 1919, Textb. 12 and 20. Bush from triple leaves
Knorr 1912, Taf. 21,9, Müller 1968, Taf. 2, 24 and Karnitsch
'959, Taf. 14, i and 3. Style of Mercato. Flavian.
17 Site 250. Drag. 37. Ovolo probably Karnitsch 1959, Taf.
17,3. Mercator-group. Flavian.
18 Site 295. Drag. 29. Arch Knorr 1919, Taf. 94, B (Nero).
The cobs between the arches point to a relatively late date.
Vespasian.
19 Site 355. Drag. 37. Ovolo Knorr 1919, Taf. 65,9
(PAVLLI). Geese Knorr 1919, Taf. 65, 13. Large leaf Hermet
PI. 8, 20, Knorr 1919, Taf. 99, C. Similar decoration Knorr
1919, Taf. 99, A. Vespasian-Titus
20 Site 356. Drag. 37. Ovolo probably Knorr 1919, Taf. 57,
19 (cf. no. 9, 15, 16). Frieze of garlands a.o. Haalebos 1977,
Taf. 34,68 and Vanderhoeven 1976, Taf. 68, 536. For hanging
ornament see also Ulbert 1959, Taf. 40, 3. Basal wreath of S-
shaped ornaments. Mercator-group. Flavian.
21 Site 356. Drag. 37. Compound-stalked scroll with 10-
point rosettes and heart-shaped leaves Vanderhoeven 1976,
Taf. 44, 326 (Niger). Nero-Vespasian.
22 Site 356. Déch. 67. Pig Knorr 1919, Taf. 70,6 (Sasmonos)
and 73, 28 (Secundus). Vespasian.
23 Site 385. Drag. 37. Ovolo Karnitsch 1959, Taf. 12, 2 (M.
CRESTIO). Deer walking to left Oswald 1748, Hermet 1934, PI.
27, 8. Deer lying to left Oswald 1746 = Hermet 1934, PI. 27,
2. Deer lying to right Oswald 1700 = Hermet 1934, PI. 27, i.
Compare Knorr 1919, Taf. 74, C (Secundus). Tree c. Kar-
nitsch 1959, Taf. to, 8, with flowers Knorr 1919, Taf. 35, 64
(Germanus). Pigeons Oswald 2248 and 2293, compare Kar-
nitsch 1957, Taf. 7, I (Germanus-style). Palissade Hermet
1934, PI. 81, 13. Basal wreath of pomegranates as on Vander-
hoeven 1978, Taf. 87, 724-726. Successors Germanus-style.
Flavian.
Central Gaulish terra sigillata
24 Site 48. Drag. 37. Double frieze style. Column on upper
frieze probably caryatid Oswald I199A. Lower frieze with
looped leaves and point central ornament in group of 3 Stan-
field/Simpson 1958, fig. 22, 7. Animal (bear?) on the left Os-
wald 1616. Animal (panther?) on the right Stanfield/Simpson
PI. 82, 6 (Sacer). Probably product of Sacer. lib.
25 Site 59. Drag. 37. Rosette Rogers 1974, Ci94 and uniden-
tified acanthus-leaf under animal jumping to the left(?).
26 Site 117. Drag. 37. Horseman riding to the right Oswald
247, Stanfield/Simpson p.xxxvii. Apparently Oswald 246 is
also possible: compare Stanfield/Simpson PI. 34, 411 (Ranto
style) to PI. 40, 469 (loenalis style). The S-shaped ornament is
also on PI. 40,469, but wavy lines are the only borders used by
Ranto, while they are uncommon for loenalis: for wavy lines
with rosette-binding see PI. 34, 402, 408, 409, 411 (Ranto
style) and PI. 41,485 (loenalis style). Ranto or loenalis. lia.
27 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Rogers 1974, B 47 (Criciro).
Acanthus leaf Stanfield/Simpson fig. 23, 10 with astralagus
fig. 23, 2, compare PI. 86, 13 (Attianus). Criciro and Attianus
are associated. Ilb-c.
28 Site 117. Drag. 37. Probably from the same mould as no.
27. Ilb-c.
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< Fig. 28 Terra sigillata from La Madeleine (47-51), Sinzig?
(52), and thé Argonne (53-68). Scale i :z.
29 Site 224. Drag. 37. Small triple leaf Rogers 1974, Gii2,
Stanfield/Simpson fig. 15,3 and astralagus. See also PI. 66, 20,
22 and esp. PI. 65, 8 (G.I . VIBIVS/GELENVS). The bold wavy
line Rogers 1974, A27 is also characteristic, lib.
30 Site 233. Drag. 37. Ovolo Stanfield/Simpson fig. 42,4 =
Rogers 1974, B 264 (Cettus/Small S potter) and beaded bord-
er. Sherd joins with no. 31.
31 Site 233. Drag. 37. Jupiter Oswald 13, Stanfield/Simpson
PI. 154, 14, 18 (Pugnus; also used by Alhucius, Sacer, Cinna-
mus and the small S potter). Small S ornament Stanfield/
Simpson fig. 42, I. Small Spotter. I1B.
32 Site 250. Drag. 37. Surface severely worn. Deer walking
to left Oswald 1763 which is characteristic for loenalis: Stan-
field/Simpson PL 35, 412. Tree-trunk Rogers 1974, U 281.
Ha.
33 Site 356. Drag. 37. Basal wreath composed of small ram's
horns like Stanfield/Simpson PI. 3, 21 (Potter X-2) or PI. 23,
287,288 (Potter of the rosette), bordered by a wavy line. Ha.
34 Site 356. Drag. 37. Reaching nude figure Stanfield/Simp-
son PI. 65, I, 13 (not in Oswald) (G.I.VIBIVS). Minerva Os-
wald 126 A, Stanfield/Simpson PI. 65, i. This fragment is
probably from the same mould as Stanfield/Simpson PI. 65, I.
G.I . VIBIVS/GELENVS. lib.
35 Site 356. Drag. 37. Small bear running to left Oswald
1627 (Attianus, Advocisus, Paullus, Small S potter, Cinna-
mus) under panther running to left Oswald 1540 (Butrio, Ad-
vocisus, Cinnamus). See Karnitsch 1959, Taf. 79, 5 (Cinna-
mus) and esp. Stanfield/Simpson PI. 113,16 (ADVOCISI). I1B.
36 Site 356. Drag. 37. Ovolo related to the small-bowl ovolo
of Cinnamus Stanfield/Simpson fig. 47,2. Because of the wavy
line border probably a product of his supposed predecessor
(Stanfield/Simpson p. 152 and fig. 19,3). Potter AT-/. lib (?).
Terra sigillata from Blickweiler and Eschweilerhof
37 Site 59. Drag. 37. Ornament Knorr/Sprater 1927, Taf.
81, 68 under columns like Taf. 59, 6, flanking Venus Taf. 72,
12. To the right caryatid-like figure Taf. 77, 7 and basket or
vase Taf. 81, 75. Compare Taf. 59, 6 and Taf. 70, 4. Style of
the Avitus-group.
38 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Knorr/Sprater 1927, Taf. 82,
32, bordered by square bead line Taf. 82,39. Double bar orna-
ment Taf. 81, 69 over palm-leave Taf. 80, 35. See Holwerda
1923, Aft. 78,17. Style of the Avitus-group.
Terra sigillata from La Madeleine
39 Site 48. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, Taf. 7, A. Satyr or
faun Oswald 618, Rieken Taf. S, 12 and the curious ornament
Fölzer 1913, Taf. 25, 115. See esp. Fölzer 1913, Taf. 2, 33.
Ware with ovolo A.
40 Site 117. Drag. 37. Square ornament with X decoration
Holwerda 1923, Aft. 74, 25. Basal wreath of calyces Holwerda
1923, Afb. 74, 2, 4, 9, 12, 13, 18-20, 23-25 (c.C.SACRl),
Haalebos 1977, Taf. 41,200. (c.c. SACRI). Sacer.
41 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Rieken J. (Rieken 1934, Taf. ïo,
12). Small double circle Rieken 1934, Taf. 9, 9 and Fölzer
1913, Taf. 2, 8 and 17. Ware with ovolo J.
42 Site 117. Drag. 37. Triple leaf Rieken 1934, Taf. 7, 13
and calyx Taf. 7, 12 in net-decoration of beaded lines. For de-
coration see Holwerda 1923, Afb. 72, 5, Muller 1968, Taf. to,
243 and esp. Schönberger/Simon 1966, Taf. 7,228, which may
have a comparable ovolo (Rieken, Taf. 7, ïo?). Style of Virtuos.
43 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, Kt. Rosette prob-
ably Ricken, Taf. 7, 3 or 4, in ornament Rieken, Taf. 7, 51, in
double half-circle Rieken, Taf. 8, 11. Compare Haalebos 1977,
Taf. 40, 195 for similar decoration. No. 44 is from the same
bowl. Ware with ovolo Ki.
44 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, Kl. For other or-
naments see no. 43 from the same bowl. Ware with ovolo Ki.
45 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, K. Ware with ovo-
lo K.
46 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, K. Ware with ovo-
lo K.
47 Site 126. Drag. 37. Rampant goat Oswald 1854, Ricken
I934> Taf. 8, 6, Haalebos 1977, Taf. 58, 552 and Holwerda
1923, Afb. 75, 13. Figure also used elsewhere, see Ricken/
Fisher 1963, T 125. Flower Fölzer 1913, Taf. 25, 70, also on
mould Taf. i, 27. A combination of both elements on Ricken
1934, Taf. ïo, 13. The flower was also used in Lezoux (Rogers
1974, J 143) and Blickweiler (Knorr/Sprater 1927, Taf. 81,6).
Ware with ovolo Kj/L.
48 Site 126. Drag. 37. Beaded lines with rosettes Ricken
1934, Taf. 7, 4. Rosette Rieken, Taf. 7, i and acanthus leaf
Rieken, Taf. 7, 25 over unidentified ornament (fruit-basket ?).
Feet of gladiator? Basal wreath of triple leaves Rieken, Taf. 7,
11. Ware viith ovolo BIC.
49 Site 133. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, Taf. 7, C. Double
half-circle Rieken, Taf. 9, 5 and 14, Holwerda 1923, Afb. 72,
36. Astralagus Rieken, Taf. j, 8. Ware with ovolo C.
50 Site 135. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, Taf. 7, C? Arch
Rieken, Taj. 7, 121 and Taf. 8,1. Ware with ovolo C?.
51 Site 147. Drag. 37. Bird Ricken 1934, Taf. 7, ui = Föl-
zer 1913, Taf. 25, 6i. Small panther (or cat) Rieken, Taf. 7,
102. Leaf probably Rieken, Taf. 7, 52. Compare Rieken, Taf.
9, 13. Ware with ovolo C.
Terra sigillata from Sinzig (?)
52 Site 244. Drag. 37. Small leaf on twig Fischer 1969, Taf.
R, O2, which was also used in other production centres.
Terra sigillata from the Argonne
53 Site 59. Drag. 37. Deer running to the left Ricken 1934,
Taf. 13, 27. Half-circle Rieken, Taf. 13, 20 around grapes
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Rieken, Taf. 13, 14. Wavy line with rosette Rieken, Taf. 13,1,
tree Taf. 13, 15 with leaves Taf. 13, 10 and grapes Taf. 13, 14.
Basal wreath with rosettes Taf. 13, 3. See esp. Müller 1968,
Taf. 17, 499 which is probably from the same mould. Style of
Gesatus and Tnbunus (see also no. 55).
54 Site 59. Drag. 37. Ovolo possibly Chenet/Gaudron 1955,
Xi or X2. Hercules Oswald 748A under arch, see Holwerda
1923, afb. 82, it , Morren 1957-8, afb. 16, 112, and Chenet/
Gaudron, fig. 58, 6. Double leaf Fölzer 1913, 387 on 'feather-
ed' column as on Ricken 1934, Taf. 13, 53. See also Schön-
berger.'Simon 1966, Taf. 5, 190. Figure to the right dancer
Rieken, Taf. 13, 42. Ware niith ovolo G.
55 Site 59. Drag. 37. Tree Ricken 1934, Taf. 13, 15 with
grapes Rieken, Taf. 13, 14. See Muller 1968, Taf. 17, 449.
Probably from the same bowl as no. 53. Style of Gesatus and
Tribunus.
56 Site 75. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, G = Fölzer 1913,
465. Pig Ricken, Taf. 12,44. See Haalebos 1977, Taf. 66, 578.
Ware with ovolo G.
57 Site 117. Drag. 37. Small horse(?) to the left Holwerda
1923, afb. 80, 12 = Hofmann 1968, 262. Large rosette similar
to Hofmann 462 (Germanus?).
58 Site 117. Drag. 37. Deer running to the left Ricken 1934,
Taf. 13,27. Tree Ricken, Taf. 13,15 with leaves Taf. 13,6. In-
dividual leaves Rieken, Taf. 13, io. Compare Fölzer 1913, Taf.
7, 3. Style of Gesatus and Tribunus.
59 Site 126. Drag. 37. Bacchus Ricken 1934, Taf. 13, 39 with
leaf Rieken Taf. 13, 16. Compare Schonberger/Simon 1966,
Taf. 4, 173 and 177. Ware with ovolo A/B.
60 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, Taf. 13, B. Half-
circles Ricken, Taf. 13, 20, containing rosettes Taf. 13, 3,
which also occur between the half-circles and at the bottom
row. Two other rows formed of the triple leaves Rieken, Taf.
13, 7 and 8. Ware with ovolo B.
61 Site 135. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, G = Fölzer 1913,
465. See no. 56. Ware with ovolo G.
62 Site 151. Drag. 37. Ovolo c. Fölzer 1913, 456. Dog run-
ning to the left Fölzer 376. From the same mould as the un-
published sherd Aardenburg J973-AOS-6o7.
63 Site 212. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, C. Metope deco-
ration with rosette-binding Rieken, Taf. 12, l. Ware with ovolo
C.
64 Site 233. Drag. 37. Ovolo as Fölzer 1913, 461. Bacchus
Chenet, Gaudron 1955, fig. 58, B; 62, A; 63, 7 = Hofmann
1968,40. Germanus or Tocca?
65 Site 234. Drag. 37. Ovolo Chenet/Gaudron 1955, T 3 and
Holwerda 1923,0/11. 80,1-18.
66 Site 289. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, A or B. Surface
severely worn. Ware with ovolo A/B.
67 Site 289. Drag. 37. Ovolo Chenet/Gaudron 1955, R 5.
Compare Chenet/Gaudron, fig. 60, J. Germanus or Tocca?
68 Site 298. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken 1934, G = Fölzer 1913,
465. Medallion Fölzer 236 in plain circle: Ricken, Taf. 13, 53
and Holwerda 1923, afb. 82, 13. 'Feathered' column Ricken,
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Fig. 29 Terra sigillata from the Argonne (69-75) and Trier t>
(76-91). Scale i :2.
Taf. 12, 58, Taf. 13, 53 and no. 54, with ornament Fölzer 432.
See Fölzer Taf. j, 4 (Amenus). Figure on the left Fölzer 357,
in the middle Rieken, Taf. 12, 34, on the left possibly Ricken,
Taf. 12, 28. Similar decoration on Chenet/Gaudron 1955, fig.
63, 20 and esp. Holwerda 1923, afb. 82,6. Ware with ovolo G.
69 Site 298. Drag. 37. Ovolo as no. 62. Figure Ricken 1934,
Taf. 12, 31. Lion to the right possibly Chenet/Gaudron 1955,
fig. 25, 62. Bear (?) to the left. Basal wreath Holwerda 1923,
afb. 81, 15, 18,20.
70 Site 298. Drag. 37. Deer running to the left Fölzer 1913,
377. Triple leaves Ricken 1934, Taf. 13,7 and rosette Taf. 13,
i. Basal wreath of rosettes Rieken, Taf. 13,3. Compare Muller
1968, Taf. 18, 501. Ware with ovolo AIB.
71 Site 315. Drag. 37. Dog jumping to the right Ricken 1934,
Taf. 13, 30. Basal wreath of rosettes Rieken, Taf. 13, i. Ware
with ovolo AIB.
72 Site 315. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 456. Calyx Ricken
1934, Taf. 13, 12 and arch, see Chenet/Gaudron 1955, fig. 55,
J with similar ovolo (Gesatus).
73 Site 315. Drag. 37. Hare running to the left Ricken 1934,
Taf. 13, 28 and Chenet/Gaudron 1955, fig. 57, J, chased by
dog Chenet/Gaudron, fig. 57, J, S, and fig. 58, L. Basal wreath
with triple leaves Rieken, Taf. 13, 8 like Muller 1968, Taf. 17,
441 and Chenet/Gaudron, fig. 60, H. Ware with ovolo A/B.
74 Site 356. Drag. 37. Hercules Oswald 748A, under arch
like Ricken 1934, Taf. 13, 54 or Fölzer 1913, 443 with astrala-
gus. See no. 54. Ware with ovolo G?.
75 Site 441. Drag. 37. Surface very worn. Animal running to
the left (Ricken 1934, Taf. 13, 28??). Basal wreath of rosettes
Rieken, Taf. 13,3 Compare no. 70 and Muller 1968, Taf. 17,
447,449, and 455. Ware with ovolo A/B.
Terra sigillata from Trier
76 Site 48. Drag. 37. On the left pelta, Holwerda 1923, afb.
84, io. On the right leaf Fölzer 1913, 748 and Kalee 1967, fig.
3,3 and 4. For style compare Holwerda, afb. 84,11. Comitialis.
77 Site 48. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 941. Palm-leaf c.
Fölzer 762, see Holwerda 1923, afb. 84,25. Lion walking to the
left Fölzer 585. On the left possibly one-armed man Fölzer
516. Compare Holwerda, afb. 84, 25 and esp. Oelmann 1914,
Taf. 8,12 (COMITUL F), Comitialis.
78 Site 48, Drag. 37. Leaf Kalee 1967, fig. 3,1 and 3-5, also
on Fischer 1973, Abb. 80, 5. Double circle Fölzer 1913, Taf. 9,
29 and Kalee 1972-3, Abb. 8,26. Basal wreath as on Haalebos
I977> Taf. 49, 345. Comitialis.
79 Site 117. Drag. 37. Half-circles Fölzer 1913, 808 = Gard
1937, K 59. The very rare ornament in the middle also occurs
on Holwerda 1923, Afb. 87,46, where it is associated with the
leaf Fölzer 755. Censor-group.
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So Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913,946. Arches Folzer
goo over leaf Fölzer 755. Columns Fölzer 871. Censor-group.
See no. 81.
81 Site 117. Drag. 37. Probably from the same bowl as no.
80. Arches Fölzer 1913, 800, supported by columns Fölzer 871
over leaf Fölzer 755. Censor-group.
82 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 946. Arch Fölzer
808 = Gard 1937, K 59. See no. 79 and 83 (probably from the
same bowl). Censor-group.
83 Site 117. Drag. 37. Arch Fölzer 1913, 808 = Gard 1937,
K 59 on pillar Folzer 871. Probably from the same bowl as no.
82. Censor-group.
84 Site 117. Drag. 37. Arch Folzer 1913, 808 = Gard 1937,
K 59, see nos. 79, 82-83. Rabbit running to the left Fölzer 677.
See Haalebos 1977, Taf. 72,663. Censor-group.
85 Site 117. Drag. 37.Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 946. Arches Folzer
809 on column Fölzer 873. Stamp C3NSo[R], compare Fölzer
967. Censor-group.
86 Site 117. Drag. 37. Circle Gard 1937, K 37 and lobster
Fölzer 1913,699. Dubitatus-Dubitus?
87 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Huld-Zetsche 1972, E 6b and
togatus Huld-Zetsche M 57 = Fölzer 1913, 536. See Huld-
Zetsche, Taf. 31, C 86, Taf. 33, C 96, and Taf. 36, C 114.
Werkstatt I, Stufe C.
88 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Huld-Zetsche 1971, E 15 =
Fölzer 1913, Taf. 21, i. Arches Fölzer 1913, Taf. 23, 24.
Werkstau H, Stufe D.
89 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Huld-Zetsche 1971, E 16 =
Fölzer 1913, 944. Amor Fölzer 545 and sitting figure Folzer
543 in circles. Columns composed of the upper pan of Fölzer
724 and the lower part of Folzer 799. Basal wreath of orna-
ments Fölzer 895, see Müller 1968, Taf. 41,1090. For decora-
tion compare Fölzer, Taf. 13,15. Werkstatt U, Stufe E.
90 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Huld-Zetsche 1972, E 6 with
spirals Huld-Zetsche, O 34 = Fölzer 1913, 886. Column
Huld-Zetsche O 6 = Fölzer 860. Quadriga and charioteer
holding whip, see Huld-Zetsche, Taf. 38, C 126. Werkstatt I,
Stufe C.
91 Site 117. Drag. 37. Arches Fölzer 1913, 808, see nos. 79,
82-84. On Piuar Fölzer 871, see no. 83. Fighter Fölzer 525.
Censor-group.
92 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ornament Fölzer 1913,752 flanked by
fighters Fölzer 525 and 524. Basal wreath Fölzer 904. See
Fölzer, Taf. 21,29 and Haalebos 1977, Taf. 68,617. Werkstatt
II.
93 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Huld-Zetsche 1971, E 15. Bear
running to the right Fölzer 1913, 605 and pig to the left Fölzer
599. Compare Folzer, Taf. 21, 27. Werkstatt II.
94 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Gard 1937, R 24. Fir-cone Gard
P 53, Holwerda 1923, afb. 84, to. Leaf Gard P 43 and Simon
1968, Abt. 3, 13 (MAIAAVS), also Kalee 1972-3, Abb. 8, 24
(COMITIALI), in circle. Double leaf Gard P 51. Basal wreath
with ornament Fölzer 1913, 766? (see Kalee, Abb. 9,46). Comi-
tialis.
Fig. 30 Terra sigillata from Trier. Scale 1:2.
95 Site 126. Drag. 37. Arches Fölzer 1913, 809 on column
Fölzer 873, see no. 85. On the left probably leaf Fölzer 755, on
the right circle Fölzer 830. Basal wreath of double leaves Föl-
zer 907. Compare Fölzer, Taf. 17, 5. Censor-group.
96 Site 126. Drag. 37. 'Herringbone' arch or circle, which is
common for Amator. See Holwerda 1923, afb. 83, 9-15. Ama-
lor?
97 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 941. Jumping deer
to the left Fölzer 636 = Gard 1937, T 62. Circle Fölzer 830,
see no. 95. Compare Haalebos 1977, Taf. 74, 703. Afer-group.
98 Site 126. Drag. 37. Ovolo Gard 1937, R 20 (also in
Rheinzabern, Ricken/Fischer 1973, E io). Dog to the left Gard
T 91, Ricken/Fischer T 1383. Shell Gard 162 = Fölzer 1913,
711 (not in Rheinzabern). Atillus?
99 Site 135. Drag. 37. Two zones, bordered by beaded line
Huld-Zetsche 1972, O 73. In upper zone deer Huld-Zetsche T
16 = Fölzer 1913,635. In lower zone panther Huld-Zetsche T
7 = Fölzer 591. This sherd could be part of the link between
the decorations Huld-Zetsche B 45 ( = Fölzer, Taf. 14,33) and
B 46. Werkstatt l, Stufe B.
100 Site 151. Drag. 37. Ovolo Folzer 1913, 946 = Gard
1937, R 2, bordered by beaded line. Dexter, Censor and succes-
sors.
101 Site 231. Drag. 37. Unidentified ovolo: the egg-element,
composed of three lines like Gard 1937, R 26/27, is accompa-
nied by a tongue with angular end. Ovolo bordered by a wavy
line Gard R 46 = Fölzer 1913,930 (Maiiaaus). The lion walk-
ing to the left Gard T 2 (Dubitus; not in Oswald or Fölzer), see
Trimpe Burger 1977, afb. 8, 15. Small circle Gard K 3
(Maiiaaus). Maiiaaus?
102 Site 234. Drag. 37. Surface very worn. Deer jumping to
the left Gard 1937, T 78, Holwerda 1923, afb. 83, 18. On the
left tree Gard P 23. Lower border Gard R 43. Possibly from
the same mould as Gard, Taf. 12, 5. Dexter.
103 Site 248. Drag. 37. Ovolo Huld-Zetsche 1971, E 13 =
Fölzer 1913, 956 and Gard 1937, R 28. Werkstatt II, Stufen A,
B, F. Maiiaaus-group.
104 Site 250. Drag. 37. Philosopher Huld-Zetsche 1972, M
8a = Fölzer 1913,470. Probably Werkstatt II or Maiiaaus.
105 Site 289. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 948 (Dexter).
Medallions Gard 1937, M 2 in circle Fölzer 836. On the upper
part medallions Gard M t = Fölzer 557, on the lower part me-
dallions Gard M2. Compare Fölzer, Taf. 15,14. Dexter.
106 Site 289. Drag. 37. Figure walking to the left Fölzer
1913, 560 = Gard 1937, M 47. Column Fölzer 875 = Gard V
17. Medallion Fölzer 557 = Gard M i. Arch Fölzer 808 =
Gard K 59. Dexter /Censor.
107 Site 289. Drag. 37. Ovolo Gard 1937, R 14. Amator,
Atillus, and Pusso.
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<1 Fig. 31 Terra sigillata from Heiligenberg and Ittenweiler
(116-118) and Rheinzabern (119-125). Scale 1:2.
108 Site 289. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 954 = Gard
I937i R 19- Concentric circles Gard K 13. Dubitatus.
109 Site 289. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 938 = Gard
I937> R 25. Dubitatus-Dubitusgroup.
no Site 315. Drag. 37. Venus to the left Fölzer 1913, 475
and satyr to the right Fölzer 537. Rosette as on Fölzer, Taf. 21,
9 and leaf as Fölzer Taf. 20, io. Werkstatt II.
in Site 315. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 946 = Gard
!937> R 2. Dexter, Censor, and successors.
112 Site 356, Drag. 37. Standing leaf Fölzer 1913, 752. Me-
tope-border Fölzer 921 and basal wreath Fölzer 916. Compare
Fölzer, Taj. 22, 9. Werkstatt II, Stufe E.
113 Site 356. Drag. 37. Fighter Fölzer 1913, 506 and basal
frieze with ovolo Fölzer 944. Compare Müller 1968, Taf. 40,
1060 and 1064 and esp. Fölzer, Taf. 22, 36. Werkstatt II, Stufe
F.
114 Site 356. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913,945. Upper frieze
shell Fölzer 709 = Gard 1937, T 171 and ornament Fölzer 857
= Gard V 111 under arch Fölzer 808 = Gard K 59. Lower
frieze with identical shells, vase with flower Fölzer 726 =
Gard P 64 and medallion Fölzer 557 = Gard Ml in circle like
Fölzer 833 = Gard K io. Basal frieze of astralagi like Fölzer,
877. Compare Schonberger/Simon 1966. Taf. 14, 286. Dexter,
Censor.
115 Site 356. Drag. 37. Ovolo Fölzer 1913, 941. Lion to the
left Holwerda 1923, afb. 84, 4 and Kalee 1972-3, Abb. 8, 24
(COMITIALI), and 36, the right one turned upside down. Deer
running to the left and looking back Oelmann 1914, Taf. 8, io
(COMITIALI) and 14 (MAIIAA[VS)), Haalebos 1977, Taf. 50,
355 (COMITIALI) and Taf. 49,343 with mould-graffito LVCWS,
Kalee, Abb. 8, 30 and 36, Holwerda afb. 84, 4 and Bloemers
19783, Taf. 97, 311/5054. Comitialis.
Terra sigillata from Heiligenberg and Ittenweiler
116 Site 48. Drag. 37. Ornament Ricken/Fischer 1963,0 166
(Janu(ariu)s, Reginus), also known from Ittenweiler, Knorr
1907, Taf. 32, i. Triple leaf Ricken/Fischer P 135, also used on
the Janu-ware from Heiligenberg. Basal frieze of rosettes
Forrer 1911, Taf. 32, 3 and 5, also on Simon 1977, Abb. i, 3
(all 'F-Afmîer').
117 Site 117. Drag. 37. Flute-player Oswald 614, also known
from Lezoux (Birrantus) and in a smaller form from Rheinza-
bern (Ricken/Fischer 1963, M 167). See Knorr 1907, Taf. 21,1
(Cebisus) and Forrer 1911, 200 (135), 202 (146) and 205 (170,
176), all Verecundus.
H8 Site 234. Drag. 37. Rosette Forrer 1911, Taf. 28, 8-9
and Karnitsch 1959, Taf. 84,4, 5,9. Probably Janu(ariu) s.
Terra sigillata from Rheinzabern
119 Site io. Drag. 37. Complete bowl with illegible stamp.
Ovolo Ricken/Fischer 1963, E 23. Ornament Ricken/Fischer
O 53, partly in circle K 9, partly in circle K 14. Compare
Ricken 1948, Taf. 204, 19 F, 24, 25 F and 26 F. Julius H-Ju-
lianus I.
120 Site 23. Drag. 37. Surface very worn. Ovolo Ricken/
Fischer 1963, E 18.
121 Site 48. Drag. 37. Ornament Ricken/Fischer 1963, O 53.
Tree-like pillar Ricken/Fischer O 161 and pillar O 170. Com-
pare a.o. Ricken 1948, Taf. 216,4 F and Taf. 217, 6. Julias II-
Julianus I.
122 Site 117. Drag. 37. Two lions jumping to the right Rick-
en/Fischer 1963, T 2ia in circle K 19, compare Ricken 1948,
Taf. 171,2. Small rosette Ricken/Fischer O 70 and large dou-
ble circles K 16. From the same bowl as no. 123. Verecundus I.
123 Site 117. Drag. 37. Two lions in circle as on no. 122.
Large rosette Ricken/Fischer 1963, O 56 and small rosette
O 70. Man with whip Ricken/Fischer M igib in large circle
K 16, compare Ricken 1948, Taf. 173, 15 (PEREGRINI) and
Karnitsch 1959, Taf. 165,6. Verecundus I.
124 Site 117. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken/Fischer 1963, E 26.
Ornament with arrowhead 0214 and double leaf P 145. Com-
pare a.o. Ricken 1948, Taf. 126, 19 and Taf. 135, i. Style of
Belsus III, Atto, andAttilus.
125 Site 126. Drag. 37. Small fragment with damaged ovolo,
probably Ricken/Fischer 1963, E 23, E 25, or E 26.
126 Site 126. Drag. 37. See under no. 129. Sherd joins with
no. 127.
127 Site 126. Drag. 37. See under no. 129. Sherd joins with
no. 126.
128 Site 126. Drag. 37. See under no. 129. Sherd joins with
no. 129.
129 Site 126.Drag. 37. Large fragment of bowl to which nos.
126-128 also belong. Ovolo Ricken/Fischer 1963, E 7. Leaf
Ricken/Fischer P 79, lion standing up T 20 and bird to the left
looking back T 2450. Lion jumping to the right T 17 and bear
jumping to the right (only on no. 127) T 59. At the bottom ro-
settes O 34b. For decoration compare Ricken 1948, Taf. 177
and Karnitsch 1959, Taf. 168, 6. Helemus.
130 Site 250. Drag. 37. Surface very worn. Triple arch,
probably Ricken/Fischer 1963, O 133-136. Crossed beaded
lines and in between small dog jumping to the left T 141 a-c.
For style compare Ricken 1948, Taf. 186, 7F and io (Augusta-
lis).
131 Site 289. Drag. 37. Surface very worn. Ovolo Ricken/
Fischer 1963, E 6o. Dog running to the left possibly Ricken/
Fischer T 139.
132 Site 289. Drag. 37. Doubled ornament Ricken/Fischer
1963, P 116 b/c, between circles K 30. Compare Ricken 1948,
Taf. 232,13. Style of Victor.
133 Site 289. Drag. 37. Small fragment with ovolo probably
Ricken/Fischer 1963, E 45.
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<] Fig. 32 Terra sigillata from Rheinzabern (126-136) and late-
Roman sigillata from the Argonne (137-148). Scale 1:2.
134 Site 315. Drag. 37. Ovolo Ricken/Fischer 1963, E 25/26.
Leaf Ricken/Fischer P 753, on the right double circle. Com-
pare Ricken 1948, a.o. Taf. 119,9 and 10 (ware with ovolo z$l
26), Taf. 134, 5 (Atto) and Taf. 178,9 (Attilus).
135 Site 356. Drag. 37. Sherd with stamp [C]ERIALIS F,
Ricken 1948, Taf. 256, Cerialis b. Ovolo Ricken/Fischer 1963,
E 44. On the left possibly goddess Ricken/Fischer M 31. Small
pointed leaf Ricken/Fischer P 42. Pillar composed of calyces P
112. On the right ornament like Ricken, Taf. 54, io. Compare
Rieken, Taf. 54, to, 12, 14, and 15. Cerialis II.
136 Site 377. Drag. 37. Sherd with stamp COM[iTiALIt] (re-
tro), Ricken 1948, Taf. 256, Comitialis b. Sitting Apollo with
lyre Ricken/Fischer 1963, M 72 in double circle K 2oa. Com-
pare Ricken, Taf. 104,17 and Taf. 105, 12 F. Comitialis VI.
Late-Roman terra sigillata from the Argonne
137 Site 79. Chenet 320. Ovolo-decoration, Hübener 1968,
Group i. IVA.
138 Site 79. Chenet 32oc. Chequered decoration, Hübener
1968, Group 4. Exact pattern indeterminable.
139 Site 126. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, pattern
Chenet 1941, no. 293.
140 Site 135. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, pattern
Unverzagt 1919, no. 81, which may belong to Hübener 1968,
group4, seep. 261.
141 Site 135. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, new pat-
tern, not in Unverzagt 1919 or Chenet 1941. Hübener 1968,
group 2.
142 Site 150. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, pattern
Unverzagt 1919, no. 68, Hübener 1968, group 6.
143 Site 244. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, Hübener
1968, group 3, possibly pattern Unverzagt 1919, no. 24.
144 Site 315. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, pattern
Unverzagt 1919, no. 40. Hübener 1968, group 5.
M5 Site 315. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, pattern
Unverzagt 1919, no. 88.
146 Site 315. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, pattern
Unverzagt 1919, no. 29. Hübener 1968, group 4.
147 Site 315. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, pattern
Unverzagt 1919, no. 38. Hübener 1968, group 6.
148 Site 369. Chenet 320. Chequered decoration, pattern
Chenet 1941, no. 257, Hübener 1968, group 8. Produced in
Châtel-Chéhéry, after Va. The same decoration is present on
a fragment from site 156 (see ch. 5). Is is also known from frag-
ments found in Ferwerd and Bayum, see Boeles 1951, aß. 38,
4 and 5.
LIST OF STAMPS ON TERRA SIGILLATA (Fig. 33)
1 AMABiLiz , Site 341, Drag. 27. Amabilis of La Madeleine.
Amabilis used a great number of stamps which are, however,
easily distinguishable from the Rheinzabern Amabilis stamps.
Schönberger/Simon 1966, Abb. 1,9 is an identical stamp. Ama-
bilis stamps were found in the ditch of the Saalburg-Erdfewte//
(Schönberger/Simon, p. 15), which means the potter must
have been producing already before AD 125/6. lib.
2 ANISATUS F, Site 316, Drag. 18/31. Anisatus of Heiligen-
berg and Pont-des-Rêmes. Identical stamps are known from
De Meern (Jongkees/Isings 1963, afb. 12,1), Zwammerdam
(Haalebos 1977, Taf. 22,14) and Ems (ORL B 4, Abb. 2,2).
Hadrian-Amonine.
3 ATÈI-XAN, Site 336, Ha 8. Stamp in tabula ansata-frame.
Cn. Ateius Xanthus. See Oxé/Comfort 1968,176. la.
4 BVCCI[VS-F], Site 353, Drag. 18/31. Buccius of Lezoux or
La Madeleine. Compare similar stamps from Tongeren (De
Schaetzen/Vanderhoeven 1964, PI. 3, 22-25). Apparently the
damaged v, which makes the stamp look like BACCI[ (retro),
is not common. Traian-Antonine.
5 CAL[AV]A F, Site 332, Drag. 31?. Calava, probably of
Lezoux, possibly eastern Gaulish. Similar stamps from Neuss
(Schönberger/Simon 1966, Abb. 1,17), Cannstatt (Goessler/
Knorr 1921, Taf. IX, 36) and Tongeren (De Schaetzen/Van-
derhoeven 1964, PI. 3,36. An example from Straubing (Walke
1965, Taf. 40,102) seems to be identical except for the slight
damage to the frame on the left. Oswalds dating (Vespasian-
Trajan) is too early, see Goessler/Knorr 1921,55. HA.
6 CELSINVSF, Site 357, Drag. 3t/Lud. Sa. Celsinus of Itten-
weiler. Also known from Faulquemont and Sinzig. Similar
stamps are known from Arnsberg (ORL B 16, p. 24, no. 5) and
Walldürn (ORL B 39, p. 17, no. 2). An identical stamp was
found in Zugmantel (ORL B 8, Taf. 29,64). Hadrian and a little
later (cf. Schönberger/Simon 1966,17).
7 CILLVTIVSF, Site 59, plate. Cillutius of Rheinzabern.
Identical stamps in Arentsburg (Holwerda 1923, Afb. 68/69,
42), Asciburgium (Vanderhoeven 1974, p. 13,25) and Valken-
burg, Per. V (Glasbergen 19483, 226, no. 39). Antomne.
8 CILLVTIVSF, Site 306, Lud. Sa. Cillutius of Rheinzabern.
Identical to no. 7.
9 CIRRVS F, Site 151, Large plate. Cirrus of Faulquemont.
Identical stamps from Faulquemont (Delort 1948, PI. I, 20)
and Asciburgium (Vanderhoeven 1974, 14, no. 29). c. AD 110-
140.
10 CLA, Site 126, Ha. 2?. Clarus was a legionary (?) potter
working north of the Alps. Identical stamps known from Lyon,
Köln, Xanten, and Vechten (Oxé/Comfort 1968, no. 443, b, g,
h1, and 1). Ia.
11 or CRES, Site 357, Drag. 27. Crestio or Crestus of La
Graufesenque. A possibly identical stamp is known from Rich-
borough (Bushe-Fox 1949, 227, no. 2ih), found in a pit dated
to c. AD 90. Judging from the shape of the cup, our specimen
must be earlier: Nero-Vespasian.
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Fig. 33 Stamps on terra sigillata. Scale i : i.
12 [OF cjRESTi, Site 355, Drag. 27. Crestus of La Graufe-
senque. Similar stamps from Tongeren (De Schaetzen/Van-
derhoeven 1964, 64, no. 16, Vanderhoeven 1975, 222-223)
Vanderhoeven 1975, 222 is possibly identical. Flavian.
13 [CRVM]MVS F, Site 117, Drag. 32. Crummus of Rheinza-
bern. An identical stamp was found in Niederbieber (Oelmann
1914, Taf. 9, 19). According to Oswald 1931, 99 the stamp
should be dated to the 'Late Antonine' period.
14 DIVICI M-, Site 353, Drag. 33. Divicus of Lezoux. Oswald
assigned Divicus to Lezoux, which is probably correct (cf.
Dannell 1971, 305). Identical stamps were found in Zugmantel
(OHL B 8, Taf. 29,107) and Cannstatt (Goessler/Knorr 1921,
Taf. 9, 62-63). Period according to Oswald: Hadrian-Anton-
ine, according to Dannell: c. AD 125-160.
15 DIVICI M-, Site 353, Drag. 33. Divicus of Lezoux. Identi-
cal to no. 14.
16 DOCCALI, Site 336, Drag. 31. Doccalus of Lezoux and the
Moselle district. Stamps from Doccalus occur in great quanti-
ties in Lezoux. They were also found in Rossum (Leemans
1842, no. 181), Zwammerdam (Haalebos 1977. p. 102, 102)
and Tongeren (De Schaetzen/Vanderhoeven 1964, PI. 5, 43,
PI. 6,1-2 and Vanderhoeven 1975,269). The stamp from Gel-
dermalsen (Stuart 1968, aß. 6, 47) seems to be identical. Peri-
od according to Oswald: Hadrian. In Chesterholm a date of
after AD 158 has been established (Haalebos 1977, 102). Ha-
drian-Antonine.
17 DONATI M[, Site 336, Drag. 18/3 i.Donatus of Lezoux. A
stamp from Donatus was recorded at Tongeren (De Schaet-
zen/Vanderhoeven 1964, PI. 5, 47), an identical example at
Faimingen (ORL B 66c, Taf. 7,44). Flavian-Antonine.
18 DONTIO IIICI, Site 154. Drag. 27. Dontio of La Graufe-
senque (and Les Martres-de-Veyre?). The stamp is well
known from a great number of sites. Apart from Vechten,
where 21 examples were identified, it occurs a.o. in Neuss
(Niessen a.o. 1904, 340, nos. 7940 and 8127), Heerlen (Van-
vinckenroye 1967-8, PI. 3, 3) and Nijmegen (Vermeulen 1932,
PI. 20, 30 and Stuart 1977, fig. 15,123). Definitely identical
stamps (Hartley, die Dontio 6a) a.o. from Fishbourne (Dannell
1971, 3°6, 38) and Valkenburg-De Woerd (Bloemers/Sarfarij
1976, nos. 42-43). This stamp is dated by Dannell and Hartley
to c. AD. jo-ioo. Shortly after AD 100, Dontio may have
moved to Les Martres-de-Veyre.
19 GERMANI, Site 344, Drag 31. Germanus (?) of Lavoye (?).
The reading of this stamp is uncertain. Oswald mentions Ger-
manus-stamps in this form only for La Graufesenque (which
in this case is impossible) and Westemdorf (which seems hard-
ly likely). When the identification is correct, Oswald's dating
to the Hadrianic period is probably too early. I1B seems to be
a better estimate (cf. Hoffmann 1968).
20 [GRA]NIANI, Site 336, plate. Granianus, probably of Le-
zoux. Apart from the sites mentioned by Oswald, stamps from
Granianus have been found in Colchester (Hull 1963, fig.
48,18) and Straubing (Walke 1965, Taf. 42,183). Antonine.
21 [OF I]VCVNDI, Site 126, Drag. 29. lucundus of La Grau-
fesenque. In view of the position of the stamp, it has to be
amended to Of lucundi. This stamp is discussed by Vegas
1966. There are probably two potters by this name, this stamp
is from the second (Flavian) potter. Compare Knorr 1952, Taf.
31,E and several examples from Tongeren (Vanderhoeven
1975, 362-4) and Valkenburg-Woerd (Bloemers/Sarfatij 1976,
61-65). Vegas 1966, Abb. r, c (from Pollentia) is probably
identical. Stamps in this form are dated by Vegas to AD 70-80.
22 IVCVNbi, Site 331, Drag. 27. lucundus of La Graufesen-
que. See no. 21. Because the indication 'Of is lacking, this
should be a stamp from the (Tiberian?-) Claudian potter. The
form of the cup itself does not point to a very early date. Very
similar (but smaller) stamps from Nijmegen, Stuart 1977,136—
7. Claudian.
23 LOLIMÀ (retro). Site 428, Drag. 31. Lollius of Lezoux.
One example of a stamp from Lollius in Tongeren (De Schaet-
zen/Vanderhoeven 1964, Taf. 15,21). Vespasian-Hadrian.
24 LVCIVSF, Site 353, Drag. 18/31. Lucius of Boucheporn.
The potter also worked in Chémery-Faulquemont. There are
two very similar stamps, one of them somewhat larger than our
stamp, which was found in Faulquemont (Delon 1948, Taf.
1,33), compare Haalebos 1977, Taf. 23,143. The smaller stamp
was used in Boucheporn (Lutz 1977, PI. 12,19), compare Van-
derhoeven 1974, 55 and 57. Lutz (i97°> 322 and 1977, 40) as-
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sûmes that Lucius worked a short time in Faulquemont, after
a long period in Bouchepora. Vanderhoeven 1974: c.AD 125-
150, Hartley (in Bloemers/Sarfatij 1976, 77): c.AD 100-140.
Lutz (1977, 196) concluded that Lucius must have been work-
ing in Boucheporn before the end of the first century.
25 MAIOR-FE, Site 336, Drag. 31. Maior of Blickweiler.
Identical stamps from Arentsburg (Holwerda 1923, afb. 68/69,
104), Valkenburg (Glasbergen 1955, 251) and Zwammerdam
(Haalebos 1977, Taf. 23, 155). Oswald: Traian-Hadrian. In
Blickweiler (compare Knorr/Sprater 1927, 109, 13) it is dated
toe. AD 130-145.
26 MARC[EL]LIVS, Site 353, Drag. 18/31. Marcellius from
Lezoux. The stamp was originally in a somewhat better condi-
tion than is shown on fig. 33. Because of the length of this var-
iant of a Marcellius-stamp, we must be dealing with .Marcellius
from Lezoux. The fragment recorded at Valkenburg-Woerd
(Bloemers/Sarfatij 1976, 83) may be from an identical stamp.
Examples from Fishboume (Dannell 1971,310,61)1 Stockstadt
(ORL B 33, Taf. ig, 82) and Tongeren (Vanderhoeven 1975,
433) are somewhat smaller. The Marcellius-stamps from La-
voye (Chenet/Gaudron 1955, Fig. 51, Gc-d) are clearly very
different. Oswald: Traian-Hadrian, Dannell: c. AD 130-160
and Hartley (in Bloemers/Sarfatij 1976): c. AD 130-150.
27 MA[ (retro), Site 428, Drag. 18/31. Marcellus from Itten-
weiler or Lavoye? In both potters' centres no retro-stamps of
Marcellus have been recorded. It could well be therefore that
we are dealing with a (retro!) abbreviation for manv (from an
unknown potter).
28 [OF]MASO, Site 126, Hofh. 9. Maso (?) of La Graufe-
senque. It is not clear whether this stamp could be a variant
from one of the OF MASC(V)L(I) stamps. Compare Hermet
1934, PI. 111,101 and Stuart 1977, fig. 19,180. Claudian.
29 MECCO FEC, Site 353, Drag. 18/31. Mecco of Rheinza-
bern. The same stamp in Pfünz (ORL B 73, Taf. SA, 90) and
Arentsburg (Holwerda 1923, afb. 68/69,1 r6). Hadrian-Anton-
ine.
30 MÏDDI[C ft], Site 35, Drag. 31 (?). Burnt fragment of
dish. Meddicus of Chémery-Faulquemont and Trier. There
are two very similar variants, compare Bloemers/Sarfatij 1976,
nos. 88-89 and 90 (Hartley 8a and 8b). Nos. 88-89 are identi-
cal to our stamp, which was also found in Tongeren (Vander-
hoeven 1975, 451) and Saalburg (Schönberger/Hartley 1970,
Abb. 2, 38). Oswald: Traian; Hartley: c. AD 100-130.
31 MII[ ]IIDOI, Site lo, Lud. Sa. Oswald mentions a Mel-
ledo from Lezoux ( = Malledo?). IIB/IIIA.
32 NASS[OF], Site 336, Drag 31. Nasso of Sinzig and Lavoye
(later Heddernheim?). Identical stamps in Niederberg (ORL B
2a, 15, no. 19) and Wiesbaden (Ritterling/Pallat 1898, Taf.
8,86). Very similar or identical stamps in Sinzig (Fischer 1969,
Taf. 6 B, 13), Tongeren (De Schaetzen/Vanderhoeven 1964,
Pl. 9,23), Valkenburg (Glasbergen 1955,286), Zugmantel (ORL
B 8, Taf. 30, 250), Butzbach (ORL B 14, 21, no. 16 and Müller
1962, Taf. 4,22), Hesselbach (Baatz 1973, Abb. 41, 60), Inhei-
den (ORL B 17, Taf., nr. 9), Neuss (Schönberger/Simon 1966,
156
23, 78) and Zwammerdam (Haalebos 1977, Taf. 24, i87).The
main period of production is usually dated to lib (cf. Schön-
berger/Simon 1966,23, 78). Oswald: Hadrian-Antonine. lib.
33 SILVIPATI, Site 336, Drag. 15/17. C. Silvius Patricius of
La Graufesenque. According to Dickinson/Hartley/Pearce
(1968,144) these stamps belong to a potter with the tria nomina
of citizenship, rather than a partnership of C. Silvius & Patri-
cius. Haalebos (1977, 116, 256) and Stuart (1977, 36, 298) ap-
parently prefer Oswald's interpretation of a partnership. (A
stamp from this potter was also found at site 501.) A similar
stamp from Baden Baden: Fritsch 1910, 95,275. Flavian.
34 PERECRJRv, Site 319, Drag. 18. Peregrinus of La Graufe-
senque. The stamp Hermet 1934, PI. 112,122 is almost certain-
ly identical. Oswald mentions several other findspots for the
'PEREGRIV' stamp. Domitian.
35 PLAC[ID]VS, Site 122, Drag. 27. Placidus of Blickweiler.
The stamp from Blickweiler (Knorr/Sprater 1927, no, 2ia) is
identical. Compare also similar (identical?) examples from
Saalburg (Schönberger/Hartley 1970, Abb. 2, 52), Neuss
(Schönberger/Simon 1966, 24, 88) and Asciburgium (Vande-
rhoeven 1974, 76). c. AD 100-140.
36 PRID-FEC, Site 389, Lud. Tq. Pridianus of La Madeleine.
Identical stamps from Neuss (Schönberger/Simon 1966, Abb.
2, 92) and possibly Arentsburg (Holwerda 1923, afb. 68/69,
1523) and Tongeren (Vanderhoeven 1975, 550). Compare
Haalebos 1977, Taf. 24, 208 (smaller) and Vanvinckenroye
1967-8, Taf. 5, 23 (larger). A Pridianus stamp was found in
the ditch of the Saalburg-Erdkastell, which implies the potter
was producing already before AD 125/6. lib.
37 PRID-FEC, Site 389, Lud. Tq. Pridianus of La Madeleine.
Identical to no. 36.
38 PR[, Site 336, Drag. 18/31. Probably Pridianus of La
Madeleine. The stamp could be identical to one from Zwam-
merdam (Haalebos 1977, Taf. 24, 208). See under no. 36 for
other variants and dating.
39 OFPRIMI, Site 385, Drag. 18. Primus of La Graufesenque.
Identical stamps from Tongeren (Vanderhoeven 1975, 556)
and Nijmegen (Stuart 1977, 231). Similar stamps in Verula-
mium (Hartley 1972, fig. 81, 21), Neuss (Mary 1967, Taf. 33,
30) and La Graufesenque (Hermet 1934, PI. 112, I32b). Ac-
cording to Hartley this stamp is certainly pre-Flavian. Oswald:
Claudius-Vespasian, Mary: AD 40-70, Hartley: c. AD 50-65.
40 Q[v]lHTVZ3, Site 126, Drag. 31. Quintus of Trier (?).
Identical stamps in Niederberg (ORL B 2a, 15, no. 22) and Val-
kenburg-Woerd (Bloemers/Sarfatij 1976, 132) Hartley dates
this stamp (die VII, la) to the late second-early third century.
41 SANVILLIM, Site 117, cup, probably Drag. 33. Sanuillus
of Lezoux. Probably identical to a stamp from Heerlen (Van-
vinckenroye 1976-8, PI. 6, 23). Traian-Antonine.
42 SECVN[DLNI], Site 126, Drag. 18/31. Secundinus of Le-
zoux. There are several Secundini known from Lezoux and
Les Martres-de-Veyre. A very similar stamp was found at the
Saalburg-Erdkastell (Schönberger/Hartley 1970, Abb. 3, 64 =
Hartley, die Vh). Compare also two more different examples
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from Cannstatt (ORL B 59, Taf. 4,155-6) and one from Zwam-
merdam (Morren 1958, 73, 44). Oswald: Domitian-Trajan,
Hartley (for die Vh only): c. AD 125-145.
43 [SECjvNDi, Site 336, Drag. 27. Secundus of La Graufe-
senque. A probably identical stamp from Valkenburg (Glas-
bergen 1955, 329). Oswald: Claudius-Vespasian, Mary 1967:
25-60 AD. On account of typological characteristics of the cup,
our stamp is certainly pre-Flavian: Claudius-Nero.
44 SECVNÏ>[I], Site 346, Drag. 24/25. Secundus of La
Graufesenque. An identical stamp from Neuss (Mary 1967,
Taf. 34,26). Compare also Glasbergen 19483, 120 for a similar
stamp from Valkenburg. Oswald: Claudius-Vespasian, Mary
1967, AD 25-60. Claudius-Nero
45 3<?IARVS F, Site 428, Lud. Tq. Siarus of Eastern Gaul (?).
Oswald mentions a stamp F SIARVS F on a cup Drag. 33 from
Reims. The original stamp is somewhat clearer (especially the
I and A) than the picture on fig. 33 suggests. IIB.
46 TA[, Site 336, Drag. 31. Burnt fragment. Possibly Tauri-
cus from Lezoux.
47 IER[T]IVSF, Site 428, Drag. 31. Tertius of Lavoye or
Rheinzabern. This stamp has originally been published
(NKNOB 1972, 107-8) as TETRICVSF. A similar stamp from
Rheingönheim (Ulbert 1969, Taf. 9, 68). Other stamps from
Tertius a.o. in Arentsburg (Holwerda 1923, afb. 68/69, J89)
and Tongeren (De Schaetzen/Vanderhoeven 1964, PI. 13, 30).
A probably identical stamp from the same site could not be
traced. Hadrian-Antonine.
48 TOCCAF, Site 150, Drag. 33. Tocca of Lavoye, Avocourt
and Blickweiler. Because most of the A and the F are indeter-
minable, the exact die is difficult to establish. It is almost cer-
tainly one of the Lavoye-stamps on Chenet/Gaudron 1955, fig.
52, possibly die Lc. The main production of Tocca is in lib
(Schönberger/Simon 1966,26, 114-5).
49 TOCCAF, Site 387, Drag. 33. Tocca of Lavoye, Avocourt
and Blickweiler. A stamp from Heerlen (Vanvinckenroye
1967-8, PI. 7,10) could be identical. See no. 48.
50 VHBANVSF, Site 353, Lud. Sa. Urbanus of Heiligenberg
and Trier. Identical stamps from Aardenburg (1977-6-481)
and Niederbieber (Oelmann 1914, Taf. 9, 70-71). Hadrian-
Late Amonine.
51 VT1LIS, Site 126, Ha. 2. Die of the provincial potter Utilis.
The letters like Oxé/Comfort 1968, 2499 g, i, with the excep-
tion of the S which ends in a line, underlining the entire name.
The stamp is in a rectangular frame with indentation at both
ends (not on Oxe/Comfort 1968, PI. 8-10). la.
52 VENICAR[VS], Site 117, Drag. 31. Venicarus of Sinzig.
The stamp is identical to Fischer 1969, Abb. 6B, 25. Three
specimens were recorded in Asciburgium (Vanderhoeven
'974, 91-93). 1I>>.
53 vaîiECVNbv, Site 353, Drag. 33. Verecundus of Haute
Yutz, Ittenweiler, and Rheinzabern. The Ittenweiler stamp re-
corded by Forrer 1911, 216, 24Ob is identical. Also stamps
from Tongeren (Vanderhoeven 1975, 743)1 Arentsburg (Hol-
werda 1923, afb. 68/69,199b) and Mook (Site 383, see also Bo-
gaers/Morren 1954, 58, 8). Vanderhoeven: c. AD 105-130
54 [viJCTORFii, Site 150, plate. Victor of Rheinzabern. An
identical stamp from Zugmantel (Pferdehirt 1976, Abb. 14,
25). Similar stamps from other sites usually have a phallus on
the right. Hadrian-Late Automne.
55 VIDVCVSFE, Site 389, Drag. 18/31. Viducus of Sinzig. An
identical stamp is Fischer 1969, Abb. 6B, 26. It also has the
weak spot under cvs that is mentioned by Fischer (p. 46),
which is also present on the stamp from Colchester (Hull 1963,
fig. 48,42; Hull's attribution of the stamp to Oswald's Viducus
iii should have been Viducus ii). Another identical stamp was
found in Asciburgium (Vanderhoeven 1974, 95). Viducus also
worked in Lavoye (Chenet/Gaudron 1955, fig. 53, Me-o) and
Martres-de-Veyre (Terrisse 1968, PI. 54). Our stamp is the
one mentioned by Oswald (p. 335) under 'Groesbeek, Nymwe-
gen'. 7/6.
56 ]OF L c VIR[ILI], Site 117, type ?. L. Cosius Virilis of La
Graufesenque. It seems probable that this is a potter with the
tria nomina of citizenship, not a partnership. In some instances
(e.g. Oswald, p. 337?) the stamp may have been misread as
OFIC VIRILI, especially because the L is sometimes damaged,
compare Vanderhoeven 1975, 200. On our stamp the L is
slightly, the R heavily damaged (like the R on Vanderhoeven
1975,204). There are many variants of this stamp (Vanderhoe-
ven 1975, 198-211, Bushe-Fox 1949, 131 B-E). Oswald: Fla-
vian, Vanderhoeven: AD 8o-i2o(!)> Hartley (for die 6b): AD
70-90.
57 VITA, Site 316, Drag. 27. Vitalis of La Graufesenque.
Hermet 1934, PI. 113, I79f is identical, as well as a stamp from
Fishbourne (Dannell 1971, 316, 96) and stamps from Nijme-
gen, Zwammerdam (Haalebos 1977, Taf. 25, 275), and Ton-
geren (Vanderhoeven 1975, 790). According to Dannell the
stamp always appears on form Drag. 27. The example from
Tongeren, however, has been identified as Drag. 33. Oswald:
Claudius-Domitian, Dannell: c. AD 70-700.
58 O[F VI]TAL, Site 331, Drag. 18. Vitalis of La Graufesen-
que. An example from Neuss (Mary 1967, Taf. 35, 40) may be
identical. Oswald: Claudius-Domitian, Mary: AD 45-80.
59 OF VITAI, Site 385, Drag. 18. Vitalis of La Graufesenque.
An identical stamp is reproduced by Hoffmann 1971, PI. to,
183. 37. According to Dickinson/Hartley/Pearce 1968, 145,
stamps of this potter are attested from Flavian or Early-
Traianic contexts.
60 Rosette with 12 leaves, Site 385, Drag. 35.
61 Rosette with 9 leaves, Site 387, Drag. 33.
62 [ivv]i/, imitation writing. Site 336, Drag. 31? Identical
stamps have been found in Zwammerdam (Haalebos 1977,
Taf. 25, 293) and the Loowaard (site 194). The fragment is
burnt.
63 mi, imitation writing. Site 336, Drag. 31. The fragment
is burnt.
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6.2.2 Colour-Coated Wares
Colour-coated ware
Although the term 'varnished' is often used for colour-
coated wares, it is not used here. For the sake of termin-
ological clarity, all pottery covered entirely with a col-
oured slip is called 'colour-coated', a generally accepted
and more suitable description.3*
Colour-coated ware is almost as common as terra sigilla-
ta. It has been found in 131 of the 290 settlement sites
with Roman ceramics (45 %), a figure very close to the
48 % found for t.s. The rate of recovery in this case may
not be proportional from one site to another, but the lack
of colour-coated sherds in a collection of a particular site
virtually always implies that such a collection is small or
very small. There are only a few sites with a reasonably
large and varied quantity of Roman ceramics (such as So,
95. 329) which do not include such sherds. It may be
tentatively concluded that some colour-coated pottery
was used in almost every settlement during the Middle-
Roman period. Late-Roman colour-coated pottery is ex-
tremely rare, although small fragments, for example, of
beakers Alzei type 15/16, may not have been recognized
as such.
As far as colour-techniques37 are concerned, white paste
with a reddish to yellow-brown slip (technique a) and
especially with a brown-olive to black slip (technique b)
are by far the most common. Red paste with black slip
(technique c) is also fairly frequent at a great number of
sites. The so-called Qualitätsware (technique d), in
which the slip has a metallic lustre, is rare. Outside Nij-
megen, it has only been found on sites 38, 48, 59, 117,
118, 126, 214, 289, and 299. Although other 'tech-
niques', usually different types of painted pottery, occur
occasionally in cemeteries, they are virtually absent from
settlements.
36 The same proposition was recently made by Stuart (1977,
40), who suggested the term geverfd should replace gevernist in
the Dutch terminology. Unfortunately, this concept is danger-
ous, because it may be easily confused with 'painted', which
Stuart refers to as beschilderd. Because colour-coated ware may
also be painted (e.g. Niederbieber type 3jb), this means that in
the Dutch terminology geverfde waar may be beschilderd,
which is semantically correct but terminologically rather
awkward and potentially misleading.
37 The different 'techniques', which in this sense not only
refer to different methods of applying colour but also to differ-
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Fig. 34 Red-brown slip ware from Wijchen (1-2, 4-5, 7),
Driel (3), and Qualburg (6).
Red-brown slip ware
Although intimately associated with terra sigillata, the
red-brown slip ware is discussed here because techni-
cally the red-brown slip is a form of colour-coating and
an imitation of 'true' terra sigillata.38 The ware was first
discussed by Loeschcke,39 who called it rotbraun gestri-
chene Ware. It is, however, not painted but colour-coat-
ed and its production could be connected to the end of
the terra sigillata deliveries of those of other colour-coat-
ed wares.40
The dating of this sort of pottery is somewhat obscure.
It has not been found at Alzei, but it is still considered
'Roman' by Loeschcke and Hussong/Cuppers, The lat-
ter propose a dating in the first half of the 5th century on
account of the material from the Umbau phase of the Kai-
serthermen and the latest ceramics from the Barbara-
thermen.41
The ware does, however, still appear in the second half
of the 5th century, for example, in the cemetery at Hail-
lot and some forms, generally described as 'Prankish',
continue into the 6th.42 These later wares are, however,
typologically more restricted. They also have a some-
what different slip43 and are more correctly referred to
by Bonner and Pirling as 'red slip ware'. The red-brown
ent combinations of colours of the slip and paste, are discussed
by Brunsting 1937, 70-2.
38 See note 32.
39 Loeschcke 1921.
40 Cf. Hussong/Cüppers 1972, 71-2.
41 Hussong:Cüppers 1972,72, 85.
42 Böhner 1958, 35-7; Pirling 1966, 128.
43 Pers. comm. Dr R. Pirling, Krefeld and Dr L. Bakker,
Bonn. I am greatly indebted to Dr Bakker for his extensive
comments on the red-brown slip ware from the river area,
which have been incorporated here.
WILLEM J.H. WILLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. 6 The Finds
slip ware from the river area has a very thin and often
chipped-off slip. The paste is light-brown to very pale-
pink and tempered with very fine sand grains and occa-
sional tiny pottery (tile?) grit. It conforms exactly to ma-
terial from Boppard, Zülpich, and Köln-Deutz.44
Sherds have been found on five sites: Ede-Veldhuizen
(I), Driel-Oldenhof (123), Lienden-De Fleerde (283),
Wijchen-Tienakker (315), and Qualburg (460). As far as
could be established, it does not occur on the Nijmegen
sites 403, 405, and 410.45 The one example from Qual-
burg was published by Von Petrikovits;46 but in view of
its scarcity the few sherds of red-brown slip ware will all
be discussed here. They comprise four different types,
all represented in the material from the Barbarather-
men.47
1 High-walled dish, Barbarathermen type 16. The
dish is clearly related to Alzei type 11, a terra sigillata
form which was itself only developed towards the end of
the 4th century,48 which probably implies an even later
start of the production in red-brown slip ware. Accord-
ing to Hüssong/Cüppers," the form with rounded rims
(Umbaukeramik type 16) could be the earliest variety
(fig. 34, i), while the rather pointed and slightly outward
curving rims of Barbarathermen type 16 are a later de-
velopment (fig. 34, 2-3). Types 129-130 from Krefeld-
Gellep 50 are good parallels, as well as Rübenach type
A3a, Taf. 19, 18 and 29, 2.51 A total of six fragments has
been recorded: one rim from site i (determination not
entirely certain), two rims (fig. 34, 1-2) and one wall-
fragment from site 315, one wall-fragment from site 283,
and a rim from site 123 (fig. 34, 3).
2 Rim-sherds of the bowl Barbarathermen type 24 (fig.
34, 4-5) which is related to Böhner's type 3. Apart from
the parallels cited by Böhner and Hussong/Cüppers,"
examples from Düsseldorf-Oberlörick53 and Mainz-
Finthen54 can be mentioned. It should be noted that
both sherds are very small and display no white painting.
They were found at site 315.
3 Bowl with flattened lip, Barbarathermen type 233
(fig. 34, 6). The bowl is evidently related to the terra si-
gilla type Chenet 320 and is indeed sometimes decorated
with rouletting (type 23b). Comparable bowls are, for
example, Krefeld-Gellep type 283s5 and Rübenach, Taf.
43, g.56 The sherd was found in Schicht 3 at site 460."
4 Wall-sherd of a lid Barbarathermen type 19 (fig. 34,
j ) from site 315. The lid has clear wheel-marks on the
inside. On the outside, white painting is present, proba-
bly from a tree-like decoration similar to Hussong/Cüp-
pers, Taf. 20, 19. Other examples are known from Hail-
lot,58 Düsseldorf-Oberlörick,59 and Mainz-Finthen.60
Later rotgestrichene Ware with white painting is dis-
cussed by Neuffer-Muller.61
6.2.3 Gallo-Belgic Ware
The ancestry of the rather heterogeneous group of pot-
tery termed 'Gallo-Belgic' or 'Belgic' ware 62 can be
traced back primarily to La Tène forms. It was pro-
duced by Gaulish potters under the influence of Roman
techniques and forms, a process which must have started
around the time of Caesar's campaigns." It seems ob-
vious that it was introduced into the river area by the
army during the Augustan campaigns, because there was
no local industry tailored to meet Roman demands. That
does not necessarily imply, however, that all Gallo-Bel-
44 This material has been incorporated in Dr Bakker's dis-
sertation.
45 ROB-excavations under the direction of Dr J.H.F.
Bloemers. Comparable material, especially red-painted (or,
partially, colour-coated?) flagons and jugs like Alzei types
17-19 are, however, present here as well as on other sites, for
example nos. 126, 3i5,32i,and466.
46 Von Petrikovits 1937, 331, type Qualburg A.
47 Hussong/Cüppers 1972, 85-93.
48 Op cit., 66.
49 Op. cit., 72, note 369.
50 Pirling 1966,128.
5t Neuffer-Müller/Ament 1973, also on pp. 30-1.
52 Böhner 1958, 36; Hussong/Cüppers 1972,91-2.
53 Müller 1959, Abb. 53, 2.
54 Stümpel 1978-9, Abb. 45,14.
55 Pirling 1974, Typentafel 7.
56 Neuffer-Müller'Ament 1973.
57 Von Petrikovits 1937, Abb. 24,12.
58 Breuer.'Roossens 1955-56,20.
59 Müller 1959, Abb. 53, l.
60 Stümpel 1976-7, 301-2, Abb. 51, i; 1978/9. 357= Abb. 45.
14-1.
61 Neuffer-Müller 1962.
62 The term was invented by H. Dragendorff (1895, 87),
who considered Gallia Belgica as the primary area of produc-
tion.
63 Vegas 1975, 14-20 Also, as is stressed by Greene (1979,
103, note 2), the influence may well have been mutual and not
from one side only.
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Fig. 35 Kilns producing Roman (i) and/or Gallo-Belgic (2)
wares in the first half of the ist century.
Site Finds Date Pottery Literature
Asberg, Kiesgrube Liesen
Bonn, Mettemicher Hof
Cuijk, Grotestraat/Kerkstraat
Haltern, Hauptlager
Kaikar, Bornsche Feld
Köln, Neumarkt
Köln, Lungengasse
Köm, An der Rechtschule/
Römergasse
Köln, Waidmarkt
Köln, Severinstrasse
Köln, Georgstrasse
Neuss, Lager B/C
Neuss, Gagelweg
Niederberg- Auf dem Klinkenberg
Nijmegen, Hunerberg
Oberaden, Beckinghausen
Xanten, Fürstenberg
Xanten, Fürstenberg
Xanten, CVT
2 kilns
i kiln
2 kilns
5 kilns
refuse pits
I kiln
2 refuse pits
12 kilns
i kiln
i kiln
i kiln
i kiln
17 kilns
2 kilns
t kiln
t kiln (?)
2 kilns
2 kilns
i kiln
I kiln
c. AD 50
IA
C.laudian
Augustan
Augustan
Ib
Ib
Ib
Ib
Ib
Ib
Ib
IA
Ib
IA(?)
Augustan
Augustan
Augustan
Ib
c. AD 50 ?
? Bechert 1973, 162-3; 1974, 188-9
I, (2) Lehner loot, 221-2
2 Bogaers 1966, 67
t Stieren 1932; Beck 1968, 183
t Von Schnurbein 1974
I Hinz 1961; Gechter 1979, in
t Fremersdorf 1950, 64-6
1,2 La Baume 1958
1,2 La Baume 1 962-3
t La Baume 1964
t, 2 La Baume 1964
,2 La Baume 1964
, 2 Filzinger 1972, 50-71; Bruckner 1975
,2 Filzinger 1972, 50-1, 71-96
(?) Bruckner a.o. 1959, 423-7
Brunsting 1964, 308
Albrecht 1938, 22-3
, 2 Hagen 1912, 343-62
(2) Lehner 1930, 23-5
Von Petrikovits 1952, 71
gic pottery was imported, or that it was made exclusively
for military use.64
Especially in the first half of the ist century, a consider-
able amount of pottery may have been imported from
Gaul, but even for this period the evidence for local pro-
duction of both Roman and Gallo-Belgic pottery (often
indeed from the same kilns) is quite impressive. For the
lower German region, kilns have been excavated at the
sites listed in fig. 35.
It is certainly no coincidence that almost all these sites
are directly linked to the presence of the army, but this
situation did not continue. Later in the ist and in the
2nd centuries, kilns producing Gallo-Belgic wares
(among others) may also be found in civil or less ob-
viously military contexts. A number of these have been
compiled by Filzinger.65 A few kilns should also be men-
tioned in the Batavian area. Apart from the large military
pottery industry at De Holdeurn (site 433) which appar-
ently produced cork-urn types,66 and the equally mili-
tary kilns in Cuyk mentioned in fig. 35, there is a kiln
site attested for Ulpia Noviomagus (site 399)67 and one
in Haider.68 Furthermore, on at least two sites in the
river area, near Hien (59) and Lienden (250), terra nigra
sherds were found which have been interpreted as was-
ters and probably point to local production.
Frequency
Gallo-Belgic wares are fairly common in the river area,
even more than would appear from the catalogue where
they are lacking at quite a few sites. The reason for this
is, however, only a matter of definition, especially where
the later terra nigra wares are concerned. These terra ni-
gra-like wares very often have a light or dark-grey colour
and are frequently tempered with fairly rough sand or
other grit. Wall-sherds of this fabric are often indistin-
guishable from those of coarse wares. Indeed the argu-
64 Cf. Greene 1979. See also below, 162.
65 Filtzinger 1972,102-5.
66 Holwerda 1944, PI. III.
67
68
Daniels 1927,90-3 : Nijmegen, Maasplein.
Willems 1977.
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ment could be turned around by the observation that the
fabric of coarse pottery-types (e.g., the cooking-pot
Stuart 201) is 'terra nigra-like'. All this is hardly surpris-
ing, because in the kiln at Haider, for example; cooking-
pots Stuart 201 and cork-urn types Brunsting 16 C were
fired in the same kiln and made in the same fabric.68
Without going into very detailed and, in the absence of,
for example, petrological studies, very hazardous and
probably ambiguous definitions of fabric-categories, it
seemed advisable to conduct the inventarisation along
typological lines. Therefore, unless clearly defined
wares could be discerned, as in the case of 'true' terra
nigra and 'Rupelian' ware (see below, type Ti), the pot-
tery in the catalogue has been grouped typologically,
with the result that types like Stuart 201 or 218 and Nie-
derbieber 89 are never included in the 'Gallo-Belgic'
category because of their fabric. As a consequence, the
coarse and possibly terra nigra-like but typologically in-
determinable wall-sherds were not included either.
Although until now no kilns have been located in the
smaller settlements in the river area, this coarse pottery
is frequent enough to be considered a possible local
product. One of the characteristic types generally manu-
factured in this fabric are the coarse 'cork-urn' types
(Brunsting i6C), cooking-pots with inturned, thickened
rims of various shapes." These occur frequently in Nij-
megen, where they were produced: both in Ulpia and
possibly,70 in a slightly different orange coarse ware, at
De Holdeurn. They are also fairly frequent, occasionally
even in large numbers, in the region and have been re-
corded for sites 38, 39,43, 59, 62, 79, 81,90,93, 96, 105,
117, 126, 144, 194, 214, 231, 232, 235, 239, 272, 278,
280,306, 315,336,341, 385, and 525, a number that will
certainly be augmented when material from unpub-
lished excavations is included.
Although comparable pottery was already present in
Haltern," and produced in the early kilns at the Lun-
gengasse in Köln,72 the type was retained at least during
IIA and probably even as late as the 3rd century.73 The
kiln at Haider has been dated to the early-Flavian peri-
od.74
The hand-made, but typologically identical, true cork-
urns with heavy organic tempering (Haltern 91 A) are
not used over such a long period. In fact, they are both
spatially and chronologically restricted. The main area
of the distribution is on the lower Rhine as far as Mainz
and down to Belgium, but the area in which they most
frequently occur is between Nijmegen and Köln.75 In
general, the cork-urns can be dated to the first half of the
ist century, when they are very often found on many
sites.76 This period should perhaps be extended to 'pre-
Flavian' in view of the frequencies at Neuss,77 but in any
case they also occur even later than that as already point-
ed out by Loeschcke and more recently repeated by
Schönberger/Simon.78 From the mid-ist century, or at
least from the beginning of the Flavian period, the
numbers of hand-made cork-urns must have diminished
rapidly.
As was to be expected, the number of sites with cork-
urns in the area is restricted. Outside Nijmegen they oc-
cur on nos. 38, 93,96, 117, 126,214,232,244,250,299,
336, 341, 356, 385, and 501. In general, these have been
taken to indicate the probable existence of those sites in
IA, a decision which is supported by additional evidence
for most of them.
As far as other early Gallo-Belgic pottery is concerned,
the distribution of terra rubra and girth-beakers also re-
quires discussion here. Terra rubra is chronologically
restricted to pre-Flavian times and most of this ware was
produced in the first half of the ist century. While com-
mon at the early Nijmegen sites, it is virtually absent in
the region. Examples have been recorded at sites 96,151,
292, 298(?), and 433. Apparently, it was hardly available
outside the main centre.
Surprisingly, the same is not true for girth-beakers,
which have a restricted but relatively wide distribution:
sites 43, 48, 93, 95, too, 105, 117, 123, 126, 150, 310,
362, 396, 440, 454, 490, and 501. Because of the frag-
69 See e.g. Holwerda 1941, PI. XVII and Willems 1977, aß.
9-
70 See Haalebos/Thijssen 1977, 102. The pots could be ear-
lier, see a.o. Schönberger/Simon 1976 (Rödgen), type 58, va-
riety A.
71 Loeschcke 1909, types 58 and 916.
72 La Baume 1958, Abb. 17.
73 Brunsting 1937, 126; De Laet a.o. 1969, fig.n? (HIA);
Oelmann 1914,/Jtó. 54, II.
74 Willems 1977,125.
75 Vegas 1975, 39. See also Schönberger/Simon 1976, 105
and note 646.
76 Vegas 1975,39.
77 Filtzinger 1972, 8.
78 Loeschcke 1909, 294; Schönberger/Simon 1976, 105 and
note 644.
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Fig. 36 Examples of girth- and butt-beakers in the river area :
r butt-beaker Ha 84/5 from site 123, 2-3 butt-beakers, proba-
bly Ha 84, from site 126, 4 butt-beaker Ha 85 from site 126, 5
girth-beaker Ha 87 from site 310. All these are coloured orange
to chocolate-brown. Nos. 6—8, which may be from one vessel
(site 3 ID), seem to be of the form Ha 84, but they are definitely
terra nigra-like.
mentary nature of the material, all orange- to chocolate-
coloured vessels with sharply everted rims and various
decorations (Haltern types 84, 85, and 87) are grouped
together as 'girth-beakers', although, strictly speaking,
only Ha 87 should be so called. A differentiation be-
tween girth- and butt-beakers proved to be impossible
in several cases. The butt-beaker Haltern 85 was also
made in terra nigra ware, but, apart from one example
from site 501, it has not been recorded elsewhere. Com-
plete specimens of Ha 84 were recorded for sites 396,
440, and 454, of Ha 87 for sites 440 and 490, fragments
of Ha 84 (?) for 100 and 105, and Ha 85 (?) for 126 (see
fig. 36).
Although girth- and butt-beakers were very common
under Augustus and Tiberius, they remained in use dur-
ing the entire pre-Flavian period as is testified by e.g.
the material in Neuss, Hofheim, and Colchester," the
terra nigra form Ha 85 even later.80 Imitations in other
wares are also common, for example, in Colchester,81
but also elsewhere.82 In Nijmegen, Flavian imitations in
'fine Nijmegen' ware of Ha 84 with 'checker board' dec-
oration are a possibility.83
In general, just as in the case of Ha 91 A, the presence of
Ha 84, 85, and 87 has led to a fairly early dating of the
sites where they were found and that is also in most cases
confirmed by other evidence. This use of the material is
further justified by the fact that if an example of it turns
up in a (relatively) small collection from a site, it is more
likely to have been used at that site in a period when it
was comparatively frequent than during periods before
or afterwards, when it was less frequent.
It appears from the distribution of these early Gallo-
Belgic wares that they were not exclusively used by the
army. Of course, in quantitative terms almost all the ma-
terial can be ascribed to the army: the Nijmegen sites
and also nos. 105 (Eist), 117 (Driel), 126 (Meinerswijk),
433 (Holdeurn), and 501 (Cuyk), for which close links
with the army have been established or assumed. That
leaves only a minute percentage for the remaining sites
(probably less than i % of the total number found in the
area), but the fact that they exist should not be ignored.
Terra nigra-like wares
The terra nigra-like wares and their relation to coarse
wares have already been discussed. Although many
types could be said to have been manufactured in a terra
nigra-like ware, there are only three for which this is
consistently true.84 All three qualify as possible local
products. These are the cork-urns Brunsing i6C and
two large, wide-mouthed jars described in the catalogue
as types i and 2 (Tl, T2).
79 For Neuss see Filtzinger 1972,6,9 and Vegas 1975,20-2,
for Hofheim Ritterling 1912, 354-6, and for Colchester
Hawkes/Hull 1947,232-4,237-41.
80 Filtzinger 1972,6 (Hofheim type 126).
81 Hawkes/Hull 1947,232 ff.
82 See Schonberger.'Simon 1976,174 and notes 167-8.
83 That was at least the impression gained by S.L. Wynia
and myself in 1976, while sorting the material of the 1957-67
excavations of the Roman fortress in Nijmegen (directed by
Professor H. Brunsting); a clear example is a sherd from find
no. Ca59/ii5.
84 These have, therefore, been recorded under Gallo-Belgic
wares in the catalogue.
162
WILLEM J.H. WILLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. 6 The Finds
7
F'E- 37 Type I jars with different varieties of rims from Hien
(site 59).
The large Ti storage jars are generally referred to as
'Arentsburg pots', since they were first described by
Holwerda (1923, 124, type-nos. 141/2). As far as the
ware is concerned, this is a very clearly defined group,
which is invariably manufactured in a light-blue or
brown-grey sandy fabric, sometimes referred to as 'Ru-
pelian', after the river Rupel, a tributary of the Scheldt.
The Scheldt valley has sometimes been considered the
centre of production of this group of pottery,85 for it is
frequently found in Belgian sites. With the remarkable
exception of Zeeuws-Vlaanderen (Dutch Flanders) it is,
however, also very frequent in the provinces of Zeeland
and South Holland. Moreover, it is also common on sites
in Brabant and in the river area, where rim-sherds were
recorded for at least 63 sites, sometimes in massive
quantities. Local production in these regions can, there-
fore, not be excluded.
Although smaller examples occur, most of the pots are
large and, because no signs of soot-incrustation have
been observed, they should probably be interpreted as
storage jars. This is further supported by the frequent
post cocturam graffiti (often ciphers) on the rims86 which
may well refer to the content.
Just like the fabric, the general profile of these jars is
very uniform, but the shape of the rims may vary slight-
ly. The type as described by Holwerda is by far the most
common but other variants occur, as shown by a few
rims from site 59 (fig. 37). A discussion of all the typo-
logical differentiations would not be very fruitful here.
The difference between Holwerda's 'types' 141 and 142
does not really exist, and small differences from other
rim-profiles are unimportant in the absence of any
chronologically or spatially restricted varieties.
All the rims designated as type i have one feature in
common: a rather heavy, rounded form, almost invaria-
bly thickened on the inside of the vessel. This implies
that also quite a few varieties of rims of the rather rare
type Holwerda 140 have been included.87 In the absence
of any clear justification for Holwerda's different datings
of his types 140 and I4I/2,88 this presents no special
problems. As far as the chronological position of type I
jars is concerned, a dating from II-IIIA is possible. As
was observed in the settlement in Rijswijk,88 on several
sites in Zeeland,89 and in the river area, the type seems to
be especially common towards the end of II and in IIIA.
In general, it may be considered characteristic for the
'Niederbieber'-horizon.
There are several differences between Ti and T2, both
in fabric and shape. While type I was always manufac-
tured in only one fabric, type 2 occurs in several differ-
ent terra nigra-like wares. It was made in the same light
blue-gray fabric as type I, but also in a number of other
fabrics, sometimes much harder and often with larger
tempering grit. While the surface is always some shade
of blue- or brown-grey, the paste may be white in sec-
tion. In fact, as already noted above, these fabrics are al-
most identical to those used for several coarse pottery
types.
The typological differences between type i and 2 con-
cern both the general shape and the rim profiles. Type 2
vessels are generally smaller and should probably be in-
terpreted as cooking-pots. The rims are not round but
angular on the inside, and they all have a groove for a lid.
They are generally less heavy than those of type I and
not bent down so far on the outside. While the openings
of type i jars may have been covered, for example, with
a skin, fastened with a cord under the rim, type 2 rims
are clearly intended for a lid. The vessels very often have
a small ridge on the transition from rim to shoulder.
A large number of variants of type 2 rims (see fig. 38) has
been recorded on at least 48 sites in the river area. They
85 Trimpe Burger 1979,45.
86 See for example Bloemers 19783, Abt. 142-3 and Verwers
1975, PI. 13,4-5.
87 For profiles of some of these see also Bloemers 19783,
Abb. 105.
88 See Bloemers 19783,265.
89 Pers. comm. J. A. Trimpe Burger.
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Fig. 38 Type 2 cooking-pots from Hien (site 59, nos. 1-5)
and Lienden (site 250, nos. 6-7).
range from Holwerda's type 140 (fig. 38, i) to forms re-
lated to Stuart 201 (fig. 38,4-7), which also occasionally
seems to have a neck.90 A relation to Stuart 210, as pro-
posed by Verwers for a few examples of this type from
Wijk bij Duurstede," seems less obvious.
Although type 2 cooking-pots do occur further east92
they seem to be most common west of Nijmegen and in
the coastal areas. Typological equivalents are present
elsewhere, for example, the brick-red 'military cooking-
pot' of the i ith legion at Vindonissa93 or, for that matter,
some of the cooking-pots of De Holdeurn described by
Holwerda.94 Of course, these apparent similarities can
only be interpreted as functional equivalents because
clear relations cannot be established. Type 2 cooking-
pots as described here are also a far from homogeneous
group. It could well be that in the future several chro-
nologically and spatially separate types can be differen-
tiated. As long as kiln sites and/or petrological studies
are lacking, such a distinction is very difficult. A dating
of type 2 is, consequently, also problematical. For the
moment, the same period as for type i (II-IIIA) seems
reasonable, but it could also be a little earlier and it is not
especially common in the 3rd century.
Late-Roman terra nigra
The only terra nigra types still used in any quantity in
the river area during the Late-Roman Period are two
bowls, both related to earlier forms like Hofheim 116.
The development of this type from the ist to the 5th
century is discussed by Unverzagt and Van Es.95 A great
number of 2nd- and 3rd-century examples are also dis-
cussed and illustrated by Bloemers."
The relatively thick-walled low bowls with a curved
neck and a wide, low foot (Alzei type 24/25 and 26) are
very rare. These have been recorded for sites 283, 315,
391,460, and for site 466.97 It should be noted, however,
that fragments of the bowls are so similar to their earlier
predecessors that they have only been recognized at late-
Roman sites. It is possible, indeed probable, that single
sherds in other collections may have been dated too ear-
ly. The same could be true of the smaller bowls or rather
cups with curved or straight neck and high foot of Chen-
et type 342,98 but the rim and especially the foot of this
vessel is much more characteristic. It was probably used
during the 3rd century99 but is particularly common
during the 4th and 5th centuries. Several examples from
site 123 are illustrated on fig. 39. The type was found at
several other sites, namely, nos. i, 5, 7, 12, 16, 17, 21,
I5o(?), 292,315, 403, 405,410,460,466, and 499.
The occurrence of this terra nigra cup in the river area is
not altogether surprising. Van Es100 already pointed to a
(then still slight) concentration of the cups 'in the Nij-
megen-Wageningen-Rhenen area'. They are also, with
late-Roman terra sigillata, the only late-Roman pottery
exported in any quantity to the north,101 which gives
them a special importance because normal kitchen wares
are exceedingly scarce in those regions during this peri-
od.102 The relative frequency of Chenet 342 cups found
outside the empire indicates, of course, a preference, but
it could also signify that it was fairly expensive as well.103
90 Cf. Gose 1950,535.
91 Verwers 1975, fig. 9,22-3 and p. 106.
92 Cf. Cuppers 1962, Abb. 40, b.
93 Ettlinger 1977,49-50, group 7.
94 See Holwerda 1944, PI. 4.
95 Unverzagt 1916, 25-9; Van Es 1967, 158-68.
96 Bloemers 19783,256-61.
97 They are probably also present in Nijmegen.
98 Chenet 1941,91-4.
99 Bloemers 19783,260-1 and Van Es 1967,168.
too Van Es 1967,552.
roi See also Van Es 1981, 268, fig. 209 and Van Es/Verlinde
I977> 25) fig- 9-
102 An inventarization of the Roman imports in the province
of Overijssel, for example, yielded only two sherds of late-Ro-
man coarse pottery types: Van Es/Verlinde 1977, 46, d and i
At a large settlement like Wijster somewhat more sherds were
found (Van Es 1967,169-72).
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Fig. 39 Fragments of terra nigra cups Chenet 342 from
Driel-Oldenhof (site 123).
The latter argument is supported by the fact that the
cups are relatively rare on sites south of the Rhine,
where people could apparently acquire a whole range of
late-Roman pottery, and also by the clear association of
Chenet 342 cups as exports outside the empire alongside
all sorts of more or less expensive exported goods such as
coins, metal objects, glass, and terra sigillata. It could
well be, therefore, that it was a prestige item both inside
the empire and beyond the frontier. However, these ar-
guments may prove completely invalid if it should turn
out that the cups were actually also produced outside the
empire, as proposed by Mildenberger.104 In this respect,
the border region itself might just as well be proposed as
the production area. The concentration of cups in and
around the eastern river area, some of which are clearly
connected to a group of early-Medieval terra nigra,105
may also be taken to indicate local production.106
6.2.4 Smooth Ware
Smooth ware includes the smooth-walled pottery which
consists predominantly of flagons and the Schwerkera-
mik, thick-walled pottery which may have a rather
coarse surface and may be further divided into amphor-
ae, dolia, and mortaria. In general, it has been estab-
lished that smooth-walled pottery is almost always
found on middle-Roman sites and that mortaria and am-
phorae also occur very frequently. On early-Roman sit-
es, these are both considerably less common, while on
late-Roman sites only thick-walled pottery is present be-
cause smooth-walled flagons were replaced by other
wares towards the end of the 3rd century.107 Early flag-
ons are not frequent outside Nijmegen. They were
found at only six sites and are of four different types:
One-handled flagon Ha 45: sites 234 and 440
One-handled flagon Ha 47: sites 117,126, and 142
One-handled flagon Ha 48: site 118
Two-handled flagon Ha 52: site 126
Of course, these are only the typologically earliest flag-
ons and quite a few examples belonging to the Hofheim-
horizon can also be dated to the Early-Roman Period, as
is attested if not by the type site itself108 then at least by
the kilns discovered beneath the Lungengasse and An
der Rechtschule in Köln.10' These kilns were used for
the production of types excavated at Oberaden and Hal-
tern as well as of those at Hofheim. Some of the Hofheim
forms from the river area - which have in no case been
used to date a site to the Early-Roman Period - could in
fact do just that. In some cases an early date was achiev-
ed by other means, but the beginning of at least a few
sites may have been set at a date which is actually too
late. Outside Nijmegen, Hofheim flagons which are
103 Van Es/Verlinde 1977, 24-5 seem to argue exactly to the
contrary.
104 Mildenberger I972b.
105 See paragraph 6.2.7.
106 In this respect, site 7 (Bennekom-Achterstraat) deserves
special attention.
Cursory examination of the Roman material, at present at the
Archaeological Institute of the Free University in Amsterdam,
on 16. ID. 1981 revealed the presence of joining orange (oxidiz-
ed) and black (reduced) sherds of Chenet 342 cups. This same
phenomenon was observed on ist-cemury terra nigra from the
kiln in Haider (Willems 1977, 117-8 and fig. 6. For a colour
picture, see also Bloemers/Louwe Kooijmans/Sarfatij 1981,
107). Although the presence of these sherds in Bennekom can-
not be interpreted as incontrovertible evidence for local pro-
duction of Chenet 342 cups, this is at least very probable!
107 See e.g. Von Petrikovits 1970,400.
108 Which could have begun a little later than is usually as-
sumed, cf. Baatz 1963, 189-90; the numismatical evidence in
Ritterling's original argument, however, still carries great
weight, cf. De Weerd 1977, 259-62.
109 La Baume 1958 and 1962-3. See also Stuart 1977,15-6.
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dated to between AD 25 and 70/80"° were found on the
following sites:111 23, 43, 75, 93, 96, 105, 117, 123, 126,
135» 15°. 156, 234, 239, 250, 298, 299, 300, 336, 341,
385. 396, 459,487,491, and 499.
As far as thick-walled pottery is concerned, early forms
are virtually non-existent outside Nijmegen. Amphorae
Ha 69 (site 117) and Ha 71 (sites 126 and 515) and mor-
taria Ha 59/Hofh 79 (sites 43, 126, and 194) are found
rarely. Late amphorae have not been identified. Only
late Roman mortaria (c. Al 31) are present, but they are
scarce (site 123 (see fig. 40, 8), 315, 391 (?), 460, and
499)-
Production
Smooth ware was produced locally in Nijmegen, at De
Holdeurn, and possibly in Haider.112 Indications for
production in the river area outside Nijmegen are lack-
ing. For the moment, it seems probable that a very siz-
able part of the smooth ware in the river area was im-
ported from elsewhere.
6.2.5 Coarse Ware
More abundantly than smooth ware, coarse ware is pre-
sent at nearly all sites. It is not a very uniform ware, and
a large degree of variation in fabrics can be observed.
Their common feature is their tempering, usually with
sand-grains, and a more or less coarse surface. But even
in these characteristics there is much variability, proba-
bly relating primarily to the function of the different
forms. Even though characteristic local products are
available in the 'brick-red' coarse pottery from De Hol-
deurn and the 'mud-coloured' pottery from the Maas-
plein kilns in Nijmegen, these have not been catalogued
separately.
Because there is as yet no ceramological analysis of the
red or orange coarse wares allegedly from De Hol-
deurn113 it is not at all certain that all the red- or orange-
coloured pottery found in Nijmegen, let alone that from
further away, was indeed produced at De Holdeurn.114
The same is true for the 'mud-coloured' Maasplein
products. A distribution map of the products from these
/
v
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Fig. 40 Various types of late-Roman Mayen ware from
Driel-Oldenhof (site 123). The bowl no. n is of a different
fabric.
kilns would, therefore, present a completely unreliable
picture.
There are only a few coarse-ware types found in the riv-
er area which are chronologically restricted to a short pe-
riod. These include, for example, the small beakers Hofh
85 (Stuart 204A) dated to AD 25-80."* On the other
hand, several longer-lived types sometimes show chrono-
logically significant typological variability.
110 These are mostly Hofheim 50 and 51, but a few examples
of other types do occur. Longer-lived types have, of course,
been excluded.
in Sites with the Flavian flagons Stuart 107 are not includ-
ed, although Stuart (1977, 45) concluded that there is actually
no sharp typological criterion for their differentiation with
Hofheim 50. On the other hand, occasional finds of handles
with four or more ribs are included here because they are dat-
able to the same period, cf. Stuart 1977,46.
112 Nijmegen: Daniels 1927, 90-3; De Holdeurn : Holwerda
1944; Haider: Willems 1977.
113 Holwerda 1944, 3-4.
114 Cf. Haalebos/Thijssen 1977,102, no.
115 Stuart 1963, 2nd ed. 1977, VII.
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Cooking-pot with everted rim
Such a type is, for example, the cooking-pot with evert-
ed rim Stuart 201. Its development is shown by Gose
530-539. The earliest form Gose 530 has not been re-
corded outside Nijmegen but for one exception, namely
at the fort in Meinerswijk, where it was found in the
first-period deposits. The fabric in this case is different
from later wares: the pottery is tempered with very fine
sand-grains, is much softer, and has a smooth rather
than coarse surface.
There is one variant of this cooking-pot which occurs in
relatively large numbers in the river area but which has
not been described separately by Oelmann, Brunsting,
or Stuart. It is recorded in the catalogue as type 4, and
was also recognized by Cuppers in his description of the
ceramics from the Kreis Bergheim.116
Type 4 is related to Stuart 201 B, the cooking-pot with
a flat, everted rim (Brunsting iB, Niederbieber 87). In
this case, however, the rim is thickened at its base and is
slightly (Cuppers type IIIC) or sometimes even strongly
(Cuppers type HID) concave. For examples of such rim
profiles, see Cuppers, Abb. 19, 1-8 and 16-23 and Oel-
mann, Abb. 54, 4.117 Cuppers relates his form IIIC to
Niederbieber 87 and HID to Niederbieber 89, probably
on account of the varying depth of the concavity which
undoubdedly served as a groove for a lid. In any case,
the rims of type 4 are typologically between the flat
everted rims Stuart 201B and the heart-shaped rims
Niederbieber 89. Functionally, they are closer to the lat-
ter, and they can be considered an equivalent of the terra
nigra-like cooking-pots of type 2.118 Their chronological
position could also be roughly similar. Cuppers dates his
type IIIC predominantly to IIB and states that it must
have disappeared during IIIA. Unfortunately, this as-
sertion is not elaborated further and a somewhat earlier
date cannot be excluded entirely.
Cooking-pot with crescent-shaped rim
The cooking-pot Niederbieber 89, which is functionally
related to type 4, is another long-lived type which shows
a chronologically significant typological development.
The type occurs for the first time under Hadrian1" and
becomes especially popular in IIB. The gradual change
of the heart-shaped rim Niederbieber 89 during the 3rd
century and its development into the crescent-shaped
rim Alzei 27 in the 4th century are described in detail by
Von Petrikovits and Cuppers.'20 In fact this develop-
ment goes on into the Early-Middle Ages.121
Although both Von Petrikovits122 and Cuppers are very
confident about the value of their typological criteria,
these proved to be difficult to apply to the rimsherds in
the collections from the river area. Probably late (IIIB-
IV) variants of Niederbieber 89 have generally been in-
dicated in the catalogue but have not been used to extend
the period of occupation of a site to after AD 270, unless
other evidence was available. As a result, several sites
with late-Roman occupation may not have been identi-
fied as such, as is exemplified by site 59 where late var-
iants of Niederbieber 89 were found. At first, the period
of occupation was not extended beyond AD 270 because
no other clearly late-Roman ceramics were identified. A
few months later, however, it turned out that two bronze
coins, barbaric imitations dated to Hid,123 had also been
found at that site. Consequently, the period of occupa-
tion was extended to AD 300.
The latest variants of Niederbieber 89 (Niederbieber
896 or Alzei 2jd in the terminology of Cuppers and Von
Petrikovits, respectively) have been described in the cat-
alogue as Alzei 27. Early-Medieval rims are described
under Merovingian wheel-turned pottery as 'crescent-
shaped rims'. A few examples of Alzei 27 from Driel-Ol-
denhof (site 123) are illustrated on fig. 40, 1-3, together
with examples of other late-Roman coarse pottery from
that settlement. All pottery is tempered with large stone
grit and has a very rough surface. The colours range
from orange to yellow and grey, and the pottery is usual-
ly very hard. All of it was probably imported from
Mayen.
Fig. 40,4-5 are rim-sherds of the bowl Alzei 28, no. 6 of
Alzei 29. The jug Alzei 30 is represented by the rim-
fragment with broken-off handle no. 7. The only frag-
ment of a late-Roman mortarium (Alzei 31) from this
site is illustrated on fig. 40, 8. The rims on fig. 40, 9-10
belong to the dish Alzei 34. The fragment of a bowl (n)
116 Cuppers 1969,97-8, IIIC and D.
117 Oelmann 1914.
118 Sec paragraph 6.2.3.
119 Brunsting 1937,144.
120 Von Petrikovits 1937,333-4; Cuppers 1969, 99-107; see
also Van Es 1967, 169-72 and note 43.
121 Stamm 1962, 125; Böhner 1958, type D 12; Pirling 1966,
type 159; Hussong/Cüppers 1972, Taf. 22,9a, 9b.
122 See also Von Petrikovits 1971, 178-9.
123 Identification by the Koninklijk Penningkabinet, The
Hague.
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Fig. 41 Early-Medieval crescent-shaped rims from Driel-Ol-
denhof (Site 123).
is of a somewhat different fabric (not Mayen) with less
coarse tempering and surface. It is probably related to
the bowls of type 66 from the S-Keramik in Trier.124
Fig. 41 gives a small selection of different crescent-
shaped early-Medieval rim-profiles from site 123. Their
variation range covers other examples from sites else-
where in the region. The rims are generally smaller than
their late-Roman predecessors and are often raised very
high on the outside and much less, or not at all, on the
inside, which results in a very steep groove or Kehlung
(fig. 41, 1-6). The development of the profile can be ob-
served in the different types from Trier:125 Kellergänge
type 42, Barbarathermen type 36, and the Prankish type
9-
The chronological position of the different rim-profiles
is not altogether clear which may, in part, be due to their
infrequent use in burials.126 The rims on fig. 41, I—6
would seem to be the earliest. Their form is related to
Barbarathermen type 36 and Flonheim type 118, which
would argue for a dating in the 5th and 6th centuries.
The fabric of these rims is in agreement with this, be-
cause it is still related to late-Roman fabrics. Nos. 1-5
are tempered with large stone grit and have a coarse sur-
face. The colours range from light-brown and red-
brown to grey and violet-grey. They are partly products
from Mayen. No. 6 is tempered with much finer grains,
has a smoother surface and light-grey colour, so that the
fabric may even be described as terra nigra-like.
Rim-profiles like nos. 8-10 and no. j are definitely later
than the first group. They belong to the lampionvormige
urnen, (cooking-pots shaped like Chinese lamps) from
the Wageningen cemetery described by Van Es. They
can be dated to the 8th century.127 The tempering gener-
ally consists of fairly large grit, sometimes sharp but
mostly rounded, and the surface is in most cases rather
smooth and feels greasy. Colours range from vivid
orange to brown and light-grey. Products from Mayen,
Trier, and elsewhere, may be represented in this group.
Equally late are rims like nos. 11-12, which conform to
Bohner's type Di2 (Stufe IV) and the Trier type 9.
They were probably used during the yth-Sth centuries.
The fabric of both rims indicates a Mayen origin.
It is not certain whether the development of this pottery
type continues into the Carolingian Period. Carolingian
finds from the eastern river area have not been cata-
logued, and Hussong/Cüppers128 were not able to point
to typologically related later wares. However, rims like
fig. 41, 7-10, which probably belong to the lampion-
shaped pots, have also been identified among the Dore-
stad material.129 They may be the link to other ovoid- or
globular-shaped pots from the same site.130
Cooking-pot with thickened, cordoned rim (type 3)
Fig. 42 shows a number of rim-sherds from Driel-Ol-
denhof (site 123) which, because of the frequent occur-
124 Hussong/Cüppers 1972, 27 and Taf. 7, 66a. The form is
clearly reminiscent of the terra nigra bowls Alzei 24-26. See
also Hussung/Cüppers 1972, 76-7 (Umbaukeramik, type 35b).
125 Hussong/Cüppers 1972. See also Hussong 1936, Beilage
2.
126 Ament 1970,102.
127 Van Es, 1964, 267-8. Compare, however, Pirling 1966,
type 159, which is dated to the beginning of Stufe III (c. VIb)
Especially in view of the clearly lenticular (sagging) base of this
vessel, that is a surprisingly early date. A dating of such rims
in the 7th century, however, is possible.
128 Hussong/Cüppers 1972, no.
129 Van Es/Verwers 1980, ico-i, type W IXC.
130 Op. cit., 84-7, especially type WIIIC.
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Fig. 42 Cooking-pots with thickened, cordoned rim (type 3)
from Driel-Oldenhof (site 123).
rence of soot-incrustation, can be considered cooking-
pots. The rims belong to sometimes rather bulbous but
also frequently steep-walled bucket-shaped pots which
are closely related to the Merovingian bucket-shaped
pots.131
The everted rims are thickened (Wulstig verdickt) and
occasionally decorated by a small groove. The most
characteristic feature is a squeezed-out (occasionally
possibly applied) cordon between the rim and shoulder.
The latter is usually also decorated by one or more
grooves. The fabric is in most cases fairly hard, tem-
pered with large stone grit, and may have a coarse as well
131 Hussong 1936, Beilage 2.
132 This was confirmed by Dr M. Redknap from the Insti-
tute of Archaeology, London, who examined the sherds in Oc-
tober 1981, In his opinion, all 'type 3' sherds were of Mayen
origin.
'33 Hussong/Cüppers 1972, 80. Compare also the rims of
type 36 (Abb. 36), which apparently belong to a more bowl-
like form of the same type.
r34 Hussong/Cüppers 1972, Taf. 25 and 27.
!35 Unverzagt 1916, 35-6.
^6 Stamm 1962, 103-4 and Taf. 6-8, 88-109.
as a fairly smooth surface. The colours are generally red
or brown to violet-grey, but lighter orange-red and yel-
low-brown colours also occur. Most of this material was
probably produced in Mayen.132
This type of cooking-pot was found in the Kaiserther-
men in Trier where it belongs to the Umbaukeramik
(type 43).133 It was also recorded among the ceramics
from the Palais Kesselstatt (type 32) and the Barbara-
thermen (type 29),134 but not among the finds from the
Kellergänge. It seems, therefore, that the type appeared
only at the end of the 4th century and was very common
in the first half of the 5th. The origin of the type at the
end of the 4th century is confirmed by finds from the
fort at Alzei,135 where only a few specimens were record-
ed: rims with a thick round cordon (type 33, 6 frag-
ments) and with a less pronounced, rather pointed cor-
don (type 32, t fragment only). The latter is ascribed by
Unverzagt to the latest phase of the fort. Both types were
also found in fairly large quantities in Frankfurt.136
They were studied typologically by Stamm, who sug-
gests a development from Alzei 33 to 32 with an explicit-
ly denied but implicitly present chronological signifi-
cance, because only type 32 forms are still present in
post-Roman graves dated to VB.137
A similar impression may also be obtained from fig. 42,
where rims with small pointed cordons (nos. 7—9) belong
to steep-walled pots very much like the Merovingian
steep-walled vessels.138 It is, however, contradicted by
other evidence. A complete pot Alzei 33 was found in
grave 792 in Krefeld-Gellep139 with a 5th-century fibula
and a franciska datable to Stufe II (AD 450-525), which
suggests a date in VB. Moreover, in Qualburg three rim-
sherds of type 32 were found in the 4th-century levels
2b-d and f, while the later levels 3 and 4 yielded three
rim-sherds of type 33.140
Although a detailed typochronological scheme seems fu-
tile for the moment, the general chronological position
137 See e.g. Böhner 1958, 54, type Dio from Roden, grave
30 (Taf. 5, 8).
138 Although there is a clear typological relation between
'type 3' cooking-pots and the steep-walled Merovingian cook-
ing-pots, it is worth noting that, as far as could be established,
al 'type 3' vessels were manufactured in Mayen, while only a
relatively small percentage of the Merovingian pots is in
Mayen ware. This observation is not only valid for Driel-Ol-
denhof (see also note 132) but applies to all of the material from
the river area.
139 Pirling 1966, 141-2, type 157.
140 Von Petrikovits 1937,334 and Abb. 25,20-21.
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of the vessel is clear. It must have originated at the end
of the 4th century and become popular during the fitst
half of the 5th. Because there are no indications any-
where for a date long after AD 500, it must have disap-
peared around that time, towards the end of Böhners
Stufe II.
Thus, it seems to be a pottery form which is especially
characteristic for the 5th century. Surprisingly, it turned
out to be fairly common in the river area. In the cata-
logue it has been recorded as type 3 (T 3). Rim-sherds
were found at the following sites: i, 46, 62, 63, 75, 79,
80, 81, 109, 114, 123, 126, 135, 143, 152, 161, i68(?),
234,270, 291, 315,42O(?), and 461. It is remarkable that
16 of the 23 findspots are from sites in the Betuwe, be-
tween Waal and Rhine. Even in Nijmegen, type 3 pots
seem to be lacking. As far as the dating of individual sites
is concerned, the presence of these cooking-pots has
been taken to indicate continued occupation during the
5th century.
6.2.6 Other Roman Pottery
Roman pottery which does not belong to the categories
discussed in paragraphs 1—5 is only rarely encountered
in collections from sites outside Nijmegen. Fragments
from (mould-made) lamps and pipe-clay statuettes, for
example, are only sporadically represented. Mica-gilt
ware, although produced in Cuyk (site 499),'"" is also
very rare: it was recorded only for sites 38,126,214,234,
341,385, and 505. In fact, the only category which needs
to be discussed here is the so-called 'fine Nijmegen'
ware.
The pottery that goes by this name is usually thin- or
even very thin-walled and generally polished. It was al-
ways fired in an oxidizing atmosphere and both surface
and paste usually have a vivid orange colour, although
other colours occur. The pottery was introduced by the
legio Xgemina, which was ordered from Spain to Lower
Germany after a brief sojourn at Carnuntum on the
Danube. Both plain and decorated forms are related to
legionary pottery from elsewhere142 and they all have a
fairly restricted distribution.
The fine Nijmegen ware was probably only manufac-
tured as long as the loth Legion was stationed in the Nij-
megen fortress (site 412), but a prolonged production
into the 2nd century cannot be excluded. It was certainly
not manufactured before AD 70.'" Holwerda has pub-
lished a catalogue of the fine-Nijmegen ware which he
termed 'Holdeurn' pottery,144 together with the coarse
'brick-like' ware. Haalebos and Thijssen145 have, how-
ever, shown that De Holdeurn (site 433) was not the
only production centre. Fine Nijmegen ware was, ac-
cording to the distribution of finds indicative of potting
activities,""' also produced in the canabae legionis (site
407 and possibly 416).
The distribution of this typical military ware is very re-
stricted. According to Haalebos/Thijssen,147 only a few
sherds are known from some forts, including those at
Valkenburg(?), Zwammerdam, Woerden, Vleuten,
Maurik, and Cuyk. In the river area, fine Nijmegen ware
has been recorded for quite a few sites outside Nijmegen
and De Holdeurn, but the quantities are very small: a
few sherds at the most. The original impression that it
has a restricted distribution can therefore be maintained.
Fine Nijmegen pottery has been identified at sites 38,
105, 117, 123, 126, 214, 222, 234, 244, 250(?), 299, 306,
336, 385, 389, 396, 500, and 513. This distribution, and
especially the small total numbers of a ware which was
manufactured at such a short distance away indicate that
is was not, in principle, available to people in the region.
It may well have been intended for or used exclusively
by military personnel, in which case its presence at cer-
tain not obviously military sites would be even more in-
teresting.
On settlements like 38, 117, 123, 126, 500, and also on
105, it would not be wholly unexpected to find exclu-
sively military pottery, but for the other settlements
(214, 222, 234, 244, 250, 299, and 513) that is another
matter. All but one (244) of these have stone buildings
and they also have a lot of terra sigillata.146
On sites 214, 222, 244, and 298 (the latter closely asso-
ciated with 299), military tile-stamps were also found.
The conclusion must be that fine Nijmegen ware is gen-
erally restricted to military settlements but that it does
occur sporadically in some relatively wealthy non-mili-
141 Bogaers 1966,67.
142 Ettlinger 1951; Ettlinger/Simonett 1952, 60 ff.; Greene
1972.
143 Daniels 1955, 320-3, who is highly critical of Holwer-
da's (1944) darings.
144 Holwerda 1944.
145 Haalebos/Thijssen 1977,106-8,
146 Op. cit., fig. 8.
147 Op. cit., 109-10.
148 See fig. 24; site 513 has only been discovered recently
and little material has been collected so far.
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tary settlements which may have had a special relation to
the army.
6.2.7 Merovingian Poitery
As Modderman14' has already observed, the area of the
Betuwe and the Land van Maas en Waal contains many
sites with Merovingian pottery. Apart from two large
(12, 16} and several smaller cemeteries, there are a
number of settlements that have small amounts of Me-
rovingian pottery but some have very considerable
quantities.
Smooth and coarse pottery is found on the same sites,
but smooth pottery is noticeably less frequent. In gener-
al, the small sherds cannot be typologically identified,
and so have been listed in the catalogue as Bö B(?) (for
the black, reduced ware) or Bö C(?) (for the red or yel-
low-brown, oxidized ware). The same problem of iden-
tification applies to the coarse pottery, nearly always
steep-walled vessels with bent-out, thickened rims of
various shapes. In the catalogue such fragments are al-
ways labelled Bö D 9-12, because their variability is
covered by Böhners typological series from the wide-
mouthed pot D 9 to the symmetrically convex shape of
vessels belonging to type D 12.
Both kinds of pottery range approximately from Böhn-
ers Stufe II to IV, which means it can be ascribed rough-
ly to the period from AD 450 to AD 700. On the chrono-
logical table of the sites (fig. 23), an uninterrupted bar
from AD 500 onwards conveys the presence of Me-
rovingian pottery. This somewhat different pottery dat-
ing was employed in order to show the presence of defi-
nitely 5th-century pottery such as the type 3 vessels
discussed in paragraph 6.2.5, which would otherwise
have become invisible between 'late-Roman' and 'Me-
rovingian'. On the other hand, for example, the typologi-
cal range Bö D 9-12, as employed here, includes rims
that may have belonged to vessels still in use during the
8th century, as exemplified by finds from Wageningen,
Walsum, and Frankfurt.150 Continuous occupation is
therefore assumed until AD 750, which marks the end of
the chronological table. It should be added that many,
indeed most of these sites were also occupied during the
succeeding Carolingian Period.
In order to give a general idea of the Merovingian pot-
tery found on settlement sites in the river area, a selec-
'49 Modderman 1949; 1951.
150 Wageningen : Van Es 1964, 266-70; Walsum: Stampfuss
'939, 52; Frankfurt: Stamm 1962,133-8.
tion of finds from the extraordinarily varied material
from Driel-Oldenhof (site 123) is presented here. This
provides a good impression of the material found else-
where, but it also includes some remarkable finds which
are of special interest.
Fabric
A Among the material from Driel-Oldenhof are a
number of different pottery-types in a ware that can only
be described as terra nigra. The tempering, when it is at
all visible, usually consists of very fine sand-grains and
occasional tiny specks of mica. The surface is entirely
and carefully polished, often decorated, and fired in a re-
ducing atmosphere. The surface is either grey or grey-
brown, while the paste is slightly lighter in colour. The
ware is fired fairly hard and of such high quality that it
is almost identical with the polished ist-century terra ni-
gra, which is sometimes also grey rather than black. In
the description of pottery it will be referred to as fabric
A.
B Apart from this ware, there is also the usual polished
black pottery as described by Böhner,151 in which most
of the Merovingian biconical pots are normally manu-
factured. These sherds also show a fine sandy tempering
and have a grey to brown-grey or black surface, often
with a somewhat lighter paste. The surface is polished,
but generally less completely and certainly less carefully
than ware A. Occasionally, the entire surface or parts of
it feel sandy rather than smooth and the fabric is also
usually softer than ware A. This has often resulted in a
rather 'pock-marked' surface because innumerable small
pieces have chipped off, a phenomenon that never oc-
curs with sherds of ware A (or, by the way, with good
quality ist-century terra nigra). In the descriptions, this
ware is called fabric B.
C/D As far as the coarse ware is concerned, the varia-
tion in fabrics is considerable. The tempering always
consists of rather large stone grit and colours range from
brick-red to white and from light-brown to dark-grey.
Sometimes the surface is extremely coarse (fabric C),
sometimes it is slightly smoother and the tempering ma-
terial does not project; it feels rather sandy or dusty (fab-
ric D). Fabric D is generally fired harder than fabric C
which, to judge from the black and glittering grit in
some sherds, certainly contains material manufactured
151 Bonner 1958, 37.
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Fig. 43 Unusual forms of probably 5th-century terra nigra
from Driel-Oldenhof (site 123, nos. 1-4,6-8) and Rhenen (site
12, no. 5).
in Mayen. Some sherds in fabric D may be Trier prod-
ucts.
Special forms: discussion
i Among the material from Driel are two bases of ves-
sels with a Fussplatte, decorated with stamps on the in-
side (fig. 43, 1-2 and 44) and manufactured in fabric A;
no direct parallels have been published. Fortunately, the
cemetery of Rhenen (site 12) contained a bowl or dish (in
fabric B) with a similar foot which, although severely
chipped off on the inside, still showed a comparable
decorative pattern152 (fig. 43, 5). Because two rim-sherds
(fig. 43, 3 and 4) identical with that of the bowl from
Rhenen, were among the material from Driel (both in
fabric A), these have been used to reconstruct two bowls,
although there is no real evidence that the combined
sherds originally came from the same vessels. That this
reconstruction is probably correct is indicated by yet an-
other identical bowl from grave no. 163 in the recently
discovered cemetry of Elst (Utr.), only a few kilometres
west of Rhenen.153
It can be concluded, therefore, that all these examples
constitute a bowl type, characterized by a flat, notched
rim, slightly convex wall, and Fussplatte. Rouletting is
sometimes present on the rims (one example from Driel
and the one from Elst) and the floors of the bowls are de-
corated with a central stamp and surrounded by five or
six other stamps. All this is, of course, highly unusual for
Merovingian pottery, although both the rouletting and
the stamp-types employed are not exceptional. Both the
central grille and the palm-motifs on the material from
Driel as well as the rosettes on the bowls from Rhenen"'1
and Elst may be encountered on other types of Mero-
vingian ceramics.
The form of the bowls, however, is Roman. It seems to
be derived from 2nd-century sigillata and is a well-
known late-Roman sigillata form. Its development is
discussed by Chenet.155 It was apparently influenced by
152 I am grateful to J. Ypey for drawing my attention to this
find and for his permission to publish it. Unfortunately, it is a
stray find from the cemetery.
153 I thank C. Blommesteijn for drawing my attention to this
new find, the excavator, W. J. van Tent, for his permission to
use the dating evidence contained in the grave and its position
within the cemetery, and W.A. van Es for providing that evi-
dence.
154 The central stamp on this bowl has become completely
unrecognizable because of the damaged surface.
155 Chenet 1941,66-7, type 314.
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Fig. 44 Decorated terra nigra bowls or dishes and the neck of
an amphora or bottle from Driel-Oldenhof (site 123). Scale
metalware.156 Late-Roman forms are, for example, Alzei
13, Chenet 3l4b, Tner-Umbaukeramik type 70, and
Barbarathermen type 7 in terra sigillata, and Barbara-
thermen type 21 in red-brown slip ware. The bowl
Bonner Ai,157 in red slip ware, seems to be a Merovin-
gian continuation of this type.158 The wall of this vessel
is, however, no longer convex from rim to base: it has
developed into a Knickwandschüssel. A more obvious
parallel seems to be provided by the dishes Rübenach
Aia/A2a159 with white painted decoration.
The closest parallels to the terra nigra bowls from Rhe-
nen, Elst, and Driel are to be found elsewhere. Similar
forms and decorations are encountered in the African
red slip ware. But in view of the ware, especially the ter-
ra sigillata paléochrétienne grise as described by Rigoir,160
156 Unverzagt 1919, 14, Abb. 15.
'57 Bonner 1958, 35 and Taf. 1,1.
'58 Cf. Hussong/Cüppers 1972,91.
'59 Neuffer-Müller/Ament 1973, 29-30. See also Neuffer-
Müller 1962, 182-3. The type is, however, restricted to the
Middle-Rhine area.
160 Rigoir 1968.
which is of Gaulish origin, seems to be related. Our
bowls conform almost exactly to Rigoir's type 3, which
is directly related to forms of terra sigillata chiara B and
lucente.™1 Decoration of the rim with rouletting occurs
on this form, as well as stamped decorations.162 Notably
the floors of the related dishes Rigior type i and 2 show
a decoration which is strikingly similar to our bowls.163
In particular, a central round stamp surrounded by
palm-motifs, as on the bowls from Driel, seems to be a
popular decoration. Closely related bowls have also been
found at several sites in Switzerland, such as Chevrens,
Aire-la-Ville, and Yverdon.164
Notwithstanding all these similarities in form, fabric,
and decoration, the bowls from the river area cannot be
attributed to any of the groups of t.s. grise from France
161 Lamboglia 1958; Rigoir 1968,200; Hayes 1972,402.
162 It should be noted that wheel-rouletted chequered de-
coration is also present on some late-Roman sigillata types Al-
zei 13, see Unverzagt 1919,13, Abb. 12.
163 See e.g. Rigoir 1968, PI. III-V; Rigoir/Rigoir/Meffre
1973, PI- I-IV.
164 Rigoir/Rigoir 1970,109-12.
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II
or Switzerland. Although some of the Swiss bowls also
have a Fussplatte, Rigoir's type 3 bowls normally have a
foot-ring. Also, t.s. grise is essentially a (black) slip ware,
which is not the case with the material from Driel.
Furthermore, as already noted above, the stamps fall
into the normal range of Merovingian stamp-types and
they are not exact parallels of the more elaborate stamps
common on the t.s. grise. For the moment it does, how-
ever, seem probable that we are dealing with a local
Lower-Rhenish group of pottery, manufactured by
Prankish potters, but closely related to the t.s. grise.
Such groups have also been recognized elsewhere,165 and
are not incorporated in the group of Dérivées des sigillées
paléochrétiennes proper.
As far as the dating of our bowls is concerned, the direct
link with Roman forms and close correspondence to the
Gaulish t.s. grise suggest a date in the 5th century. This
would be in agreement with the general datings of the
sites in Rhenen and Driel, and is confirmed by the asso-
ciated finds from grave 163 in Elst. This contained,
apart from the bowl and a number of smaller iron and
bronze objects, a hand-made, pear-shaped Anglo-Saxon
vase dated to the 4th/5th centuries and a not precisely
datable franciska. Moreover, grave 163 was cut by an-
other - and therefore (probably considerably) later —
grave, which contained a bionical pot Böhner type B3b,
datable to the 7th or even to the 6th centuries.
2 A second, highly unusual form from Driel (figs. 43,
6 and 44) is a neck without handles, having a bent-out
rim. The neck has a very sharp, angular transition to the
narrow body. It is manufactured in fabric A. Unfortu-
nately, the complete form cannot be reconstructed, but
it looks if it might be a small, pointed amphora rather
than a bottle or flagon. Comparable forms seem to be
lacking, although the shape of the neck is similar to the
bottles Böhner C6 and Rigoir type ay.166 This form
undoubtedly belongs to the same group of pottery as the
bowls described above. Because of the fabric, it should
probably be dated to the same period.
3 The rim-fragment on fig. 43, 7 is also manufactured
in fabric A. It belongs to an open form (diameter 23 cm)
with slightly concave wall and small, flat rim. It seems
probable that the fragment belongs to a biconical bowl
which is typologically somewhere between the late-Ro-
man terra nigra forms Alzei 24-26 and the earliest Me-
rovingian biconical bowls with concave upper wall
(Böhner B6),167 which are discussed below. Consequent-
ly, a dating in the 5th century is probable.
4 Rim-fragment with flange in fabric A (fig. 43, 8),
decorated with rouletting. The rouletting on the upper
part of the rim is probably feather-rouletting. (Dekora-
tion mit dem federnden Blättchen, décoration au guillo-
cAi's168), while the wall is decorated by means of a wheel.
It is not certain whether this rim belongs to a mortarium
or to a lid. It conforms exactly to the Merovingian mor-
taria from Trier1" which are, however, manufactured in
a different ware and some of which could just as well be
lids, as already noted by Hüssong. On the other hand,
our rim is also very similar to Rigoir's t.s. grise lid type
3117° (his mortaria type 29 are never decorated). But this
comparison may carry the argument too far, because the
type as such is well represented in collections of Mero-
vingian material and also occurs in late-Roman terra si-
gillata and red-brown slip ware (cf. the lid-fragment on
fig. 34, 7). It could be of 5th-century date, but, accord-
ing to Hüssong/Cuppers, typologically related forms
also occur in the succeeding centuries. The latest devel-
opment is probably represented by the Dorestad mor-
tarium type WXE.171
5 Rim-sherds of a number of dishes are illustrated on
fig. 45. Of these, nos. 1-6 are of special interest because
they are manufactured in fabric A (nos. 1-3) and fabric
B (nos. 4—6). Typologically, they seem to be related to
late-Roman sigillata and imitation sigillata, as well as to
Merovingian coarse ware dishes. A relation can be pro-
posed for no. i and probably no. 2 with Alzei type 11 and
especially with later developments in red-brown or red
slip ware.172 Similar rim-profiles in a reduced fabric are
165 Pers. comm. Mrs J. Rigoir. See e.g. Ferdiere/Rigoir/Ri-
goir 1972, 309 ff.
166 Böhner 1958,48; Rigoir 1968,209; see also several coarse
ware bottles from Junkersdorf (La Baume 1967, 67-8) and
Krefeld-Gellep (Pirling 1966, type 174). The Merovingian
bottles are typologically related to glass bottles. The Mero-
vingian types cited above are clearly related to the globular
bottle with funnel shaped neck, Haberey 1942, type 7. For our
specimen, such a prototype does not seem to be readily avail-
able.
174
167 See e.g. Böhner 1949,187-9 and 1956,110-13 for a dis-
cussion and several illustrations of various vessels. A recent
summary of late-Roman types is provided by Koch 1981.
168 See e.g. Von Petrikovits 1972, 139-40 and Rigoir 1968,
193-6 for a description of the technique.
169 Hussong/Cüppers 1972,107-9, type 8c.
170 Rigoir 1968, PI. XX.
171 Van Es/Verwers 1980, 102-4.
172 See paragraph 6.2.2 and fig. 34,1-3.
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Fig. 45 Early-Medieval dishes from Driel-Oldenhof (site
123).
also regarded by Rigoir and Meffre as possible t.s. grise
forms.173 Apparently, such dishes do not occur in Mero-
vingian cemeteries.
The dish on fig. 45, 3, which is not as carefully polished
as is normally the case with fabric A, and the dishes nos.
4-5 in fabric B could be related to the sigillata dish
Chenet 3I3,174 although they have evened rather than
flat rims. An intermediate step is, however, provided by
the sigillata dish type 2 from the Trier Umbaukeramik.
Whether the typological succession suggested by the de-
velopment from i to 6 is correct, remains to be
proved.175 It does, however, show a development to-
wards the dishes 7-10, which are manufactured in a
coarse fabric and would seem to fall into the normal
range of Merovingian coarse ware dishes. No. 7 (fabric
C) is typologically still identical with the dishes in fabric
B, but no. 8 (in fabric D) and 9-10 (in fabric C) can be
identified as Bohner's types D i6a and D i6c, respec-
tively. As far as the dating is concerned, it seems fairly
certain that at least nos. 1-2 should, in view of their fab-
ric and form, be dated to the 5th century. Nos. 9-10
could be as late as Böhner's Stufe IV (7th century),
although, according to La Baume,176 they should be
placed in the 6th century because of their sharp profile.
The conical dish on fig. 45, 11 is manufactured in fabric
D. It can be identified as Böhner's type D 19, which is
dated to the end of 6th century and to the 7th century.
According to Pirling,177 the dish occurs during the entire
6th century and was already in use during Stufe II (AD
450-525).
6 Bowls with concave upper wall. Among the material
from Driel are six fragments of wide bowls with concave
upper wall (fig. 46). Following Bohner,178 these bowls
are generally considered an intermediate form between
the late-Roman terra nigra bowls and Merovingian bi-
conical pots, and are dated to Stufe II. This dating is
confirmed by several burials in Krefeld-Gellep179 and,
for example, by associations with the terra nigra cups
Chenet 342 (which also occur in Driel180) in grave 172 in
Wageningen, and grave 80 in Schwarzrheindorf.181 The
latter grave should be placed in the early 6th century,
but a number of other associations in burials from e.g.
Köln-Mungersdorf, Weilbach, Köln-Junkersdorf, and
Rübenach have shown that bowls with concave upper
walls occur at least during the entire 6th and even in the
early ?th centuries.182 These later bowls differ from the
earlier ones whose width exceeds their height, because
they are generally higher and less wide.
The bowls from Driel, with rim-diameters between 18
and 22 cm (with the exception of the small bowl fig. 46,
5, which is only 12 cm in diameter), certainly belong to
the earlier variety. This is in agreement with the very
fine, light-grey of brown-grey terra nigra (fabric A) in
which they are manufactured (only fig. 46, 6 is in fabric
B). The bowls are indeed very close to the best of late-
Roman terra nigra products and it is altogether possible
that the rim-fragment no. 5 does not belong to a bowl of
the type discussed here but to the late-Roman high-foot-
ed cups Chenet 342 (see fig. 39). The fact that this is a
difficult matter to decide up on shows that a connection
173 Rigoir/Rigoir/Meffre 1973, PI. 18.
'74 See esp. Unverzagt 1919, Taf. i, 14 and Chenet 1941,
type 313.
'75 A profile comparable to that of the dishes nos. 3-5 is
found in the dish Rübenach type D2 (Neuffer-Müller/Ament
'973> 44) from grave 447, which is dated to the yth century.
No. 6 (a burnt fragment) may even be later than that. If there
is indeed a typological development, a straightforward chrono-
logical interpretation is not justified.
176 La Baume 1967,66-7.
177 Pirling 1966,146, type 172.
178 Bohner 1949, 187-9; 1958, 45, type 36.
179 Pirling 1966,131-2, type 135.
180 See paragraph 6.2.3 and fig. 39.
181 Van Es 1964,262 and fig. So; Bohner 1949,188.
182 Köln-Mungersdorf: Fremersdorf 1955, Taf. 8, 15, 18,
and 20; Weilbach: Schoppa 1959, 30-3; Köln-Junkersdorf: La
Baume 1967, 59-60; Rübenach: Neuffer-Müller/Ament 1973,
36-8.
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Fig. 46 Terra nigra bowls with concave upper wall from
Driel-Oldenhof (site 123).
between the two forms is not completely out of the ques-
tion.183
Without questioning the typological derivation of the
bowls from the late-Roman terra nigra bowl Alzei 25, it
is worth while to point out the influence of the Chenet
342 cups. The fabrics are identical and the rouletted
decoration on the bowls from Driel is also frequently ob-
served on the cups. On the other hand, the bowls with
concave upper wall found elsewhere, which are also fre-
quently decorated with stamps, almost invariably have
girth-grooves instead of rouletting on the upper wall.184
The evidence contained in shape, decoration, and fabric
definitely points to a 5th-century date for the bowls from
Driel. They undoubtedly belong to the earlier variety of
Bonners type B6, but they seem to form a group that
could be either chronologically or spatially (or both) dif-
ferent.
Special forms: conclusion
The six types of terra nigra pottery from Driel seem to
constitute a group which-as a whole—is different from
the pottery it has been compared to. It stands apart be-
cause of its fabric (usually fabric A), its forms, and its
decoration. As far as its chronological position is con-
cerned, the 5th century is the most plausible period. On
the one hand the forms are related to late-Roman forms
but on the other they are clearly post-Roman and may be
connected to the earliest Merovingian pottery.
The fabric is more 'late-Roman' than 'Merovingian',
whereas the decorative elements are either more com-
mon to Merovingian (the stamps) or to late-Roman ce-
ramics (feather-rouletting), while wheel-rouletting is
used on both. The way of using and combining the deco-
rative elements is again peculiar. In this respect, the ad-
mittedly far-fetched references to the Gaulish t.s. grise,
are not pointless. The similarities in fabric and decora-
tion with this ware are striking, and all the forms have
parallels in the t.s. gnse repertoire,185 except for the bot-
tle (fig. 43, 6) which is without true parallels anywhere.
However, as already pointed out for the dishes decorated
on the inside, the terra nigra pottery from Driel cannot
be ascribed to any of the t.s. grise groups published so
far. Formal similarities may also be attributed to a com-
mon sigillata ancestry, but exactly because of this the
terra nigra from Driel is certainly among the dérivées des
sigillées in the sense of the concept as used by Rigoir.
Undoubtedly, the pottery is also an early Prankish
group, for it occurs in a Prankish settlement and Prank-
ish cemeteries. In its forms, fabric, and decoration it
would seem to fit perfectly into the transition between
local late-Roman and local Merovingian pottery.
In view of this, the flag of lower-Rhenish (or Prankish'
grey sigillata derivatives does indeed cover the cargo
The inclusion of the bowls with concave upper wall and,
because of the ware in which they were manufactured, of
even some of the Chenet 342 cups does not present a
problem because all sigillata-derived wares include
183 See Schoppa 1959, 31 and Van Es 1967, 168 , who also
consider this possibility.
184 A group of typologically related bowls from Rübenach
(Neuffer-Müller/Ament 1973, 38) has a rouletted decoration
(probably wheel-, not feather-), but the shape of these high
vessels is very different.
185 This is true even for the bowls with concave upper wall,
which may be compared to the t.s. grise type 22. See for exam-
ple the bowl from Bossey (Switzerland) in Rigoir/Rigoir 1970,
fig- 14-
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forms from different sources.186 As far as the production
of this fairly coherent group of Rhenish grey sigillata is
concerned, nothing can be said with any certainty until
petrological investigation of the sherds is carried out. In
view of the restricted distribution on the Lower Rhine,
local production in the river area is at least probable.
Biconical pots.
The biconical pots found in Driel are illustrated on fig.
47. Nos. 1-6 are manufactured in fabric B, although I
and 2 are very close to fabric A. Their tempering does,
however, contain occasional coarse stone grit. They
should probably be dated to the 6th century and identi-
fied with Bohner's type Bia. No. i has a sharp wall-pro-
file and no. 2 a very wide mouth (diameter 22 cm). They
both have a stamped decoration, the stamp on no. i be-
ing very similar to, but not completely identical with, the
stamp on the bowl with concave upper wall on fig. 46, 2.
Nos. 3-6 have ordinary wheel rouletted decorations and
are datable to the 6th or, more probably, to the 7th cen-
turies. The wall-sherd illustrated as no. 7 also exhibits
wheel-rouletted decoration, but it is manufactured in an
oxidized, coarse fabric (fabric C). It clearly belongs to a
biconical form. In contrast to the biconical pots in pol-
ished, reduced ware, sherds like this have not been
found elsewere in the river area.
Coarse pottery
Merovingian coarse pottery was found in large quanti-
ties on several sites and also in Driel. Crescent-shaped
and cordoned rims have already been discussed (fig. 41
and 42), so that the steep-walled cooking-pots with rims
of various shapes, referred to as Bonner type D 9-12, re-
main to be discussed. They are manufactured in fabrics
C and D and range widely in size. Only a small part of
this material is of Mayen origin. The fragments on fig.
48 represent a selection from the material from site 123,
which gives a good impression of the pottery found on
other sites in the area.
Because the generally small fragments from settlements
only occasionally allow a more detailed typological attri-
bution, this has not been attempted. The dating may
Fig. 47 Merovingian biconical pots from Driel-Oldenhof
(site 123).
vary from Bohner's Stufe II to V, because the early,
wide-mouthed vessels and the late, lampion-shaped pots
have to be taken as one group.
This pottery is the only Merovingian type which was
definitely produced in the river area. Kiln refuse and
wasters were found in the village of Ubbergen (site 420)
in 1979, together with Carolingian and later material and
some stray middle- and late-Roman sherds.187 The very
distinctive, oxidized pottery seems to be typologically
best at home at the end of the yth or early 8th centuries
and is also found on other settlements in the river area.
Unfortunately, a detailed distribution cannot be provid-
ed here, because the inventarisation of finds from other
sites had been largely completed by the time the material
from Beek was discovered and could be examined.
Although a large amount of the Merovingian coarse
ware in the area seems to be imported, as testified by nu-
merous, clearly identifiable sherds from Mayen, there is
no reason to assume that the kiln(s?) at Ubbergen is an
isolated phenomenon in the area.188 Very few early-Me-
186 The type 342 cups were, according to Chenet 1941, 91-
4s also manufactured en terre sigillée rouge-orangé.
r
*7 I thank the discoverers, J.R.A.M. Thijssen and W. de
Mul, for drawing my attention to this find and for their kind
permission to examine the material in 1980. The site will be
published by Mr Thijssen.
188 The material from Cuijk (site 500) also contains clear in-
dications for Merovingian pottery-production (pers. comm.
J.R.A.M. Thijssen).
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Fig. 48 Rims of Merovingian steep-walled cooking-pots
from Driel-Oldenhof (site 123).
dieval sites have actually been excavated and the variety
in fabrics is, in fact, larger than the two more or less
general fabrics C and D described above. An example is
a rather smooth-surfaced and reduced fabric, included
in group D, which might be called 'terra nigra-like'. It
occurs in small quantities on several sites and could be
either a local or an imported product. As long as detailed
typological and, as mentioned several times before,
petrological studies have not been carried out, it seems
rather pointless to engage in speculation on this point.
After all, the present evidence is based on nothing more
than the visual inspection of sherds.
6.3 HAND-MADE POTTERY
The hand-made pottery used in the river area between
250 BC and AD 750, is a major problem. Apart from the
occasional 'Roman' hand-made pottery like cork-urns,
this category consists almost entirely of native products,
formerly often termed 'Batavian'. This is evidently a
misnomer, because the pottery was used in the river area
long before any Batavians lived there. In recent litera-
ture, therefore, it is replaced by the simple 'native', al-
though some of it may have been imported from else-
where as in the case of streepband and 'coastal' pottery.18'
The native pottery has been bothering archaeologists
working in the area for quite some time, because it
proved to be very difficult to devise a typochronological
classification for it. Apart from an initial typological ap-
proach by Van Giffen and Vermeulen,"0 most subse-
quent writers have left the matter severely alone,"1
mainly because of the lack of clearly stratified deposits
and associations with other artifacts. Unfortunately, be-
cause most of the material employed in the present study
is from surface collections, the same has to be done here.
A detailed analysis of the native pottery would involve a
very time consuming study of the massive amount of
surface-finds, with little hope of success.
Typology and chronology
Because of these difficulties, Modderman was forced, in
practice, to disregard completely the differences be-
tween late-Iron Age and Roman settlements, and had to
be content with a differentation based on relative pro-
portions of native v. Roman sherds. Purely native occu-
pation traces might date, therefore, 'to the ist century
BC'."2 As has been established, for example, at the kiln-
site (165) near Bemmel, this sort of pottery was already
being made at the very start of the Late-Iron Age as de-
fined today, that is, c. BC 250. The native pottery con-
sists mostly of cooking-pots with an S-shaped profile
and low rims turned outwards, a few dishes, and bowls,
plus occasionally special forms. Some of these forms are
rather long-lived and typologically so uncharacteristic
that, for all we know today, isolated sherds could just as
well be Middle- or even Early-Iron Age. In collections,
however, the risk of error is limited, because of the pres-
ence of pottery which is characteristic for those periods,
for example, the middle-Iron Age Marne ceramics with
sharp profiles.
Although nothing substantial has been added to the
study of late-Iron Age and Roman Period native ceram-
189 Streepband pottery is mentioned by Van Tent 1978,219-
20. The so-called coastal pottery is discussed below, 182.
190 Van Giffen/Evelein 1928, 26; Vermeulen 1932. See also
Hulst 1981, 355-7, fora historical overview.
191 For example, Modderman 1949, 67; Braat 1949, 32. But
see Stuart 1963 (types 401-403).
192 Modderman 1949,68.
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ics since Modderman's work after World War II and up
to 1978, the recording of the material fortunately did not
have to proceed without guidelines. A preliminary in-
ventory of pottery types has been compiled by Bloemers
and Hülst;"3 in it, a few attributes of chronological sig-
nificance have been isolated, and these have been em-
ployed here in the determinations."4
There are at least three ways in which late-Iron Age na-
tive pottery differs from that manufactured during the
Roman Period. Two of these are confirmed by Van Tent
in his recent analysis of material from Jutphaas, at the
moment the only really useful modern study of this sub-
ject.1«
The first chronologically significant attribute is decora-
tion of the top of the rim with finger-tip impressions,
which seems to be especially characteristic for the Iron
Age. In fact, all decoration seems to diminish from the
ist century AD onwards, although Van Tent was able to
show that this may not be true for certain specific deco-
rations.196
A second attribute is the faceted rim, which is regarded
by Van Tent1'7 and Bloemers/Hulst (based on numerous
associations with ist-century Roman pottery) as an ex-
clusively Roman Period phenomenon. It can be em-
ployed, therefore, to date sites to the Roman Period even
in the absence of any Roman ceramics. The third attri-
bute is tempering with sand, the grains projecting from
the surface and causing a sandpaper-effect. This gener-
ally hard-fired fabric became relatively frequent only
during the Roman Period. Sand-tempered pottery is ex-
tremely rare in Jutphaas, so that no confirmation can be
expected from there. On the other hand, the Jutphaas
material indicates that organic tempering is almost com-
pletely restricted to the Roman Period. If this were valid
for the entire eastern river area, it would provide a useful
fourth discriminating criterion. Moreover, as appears
from the summary of all attributes of native pottery from
Jutphaas,"8 further research may well produce even
'93 This has subsequently been developed further and will
he published by Bloemers/Hulst (in prep.). See also Hulst
1981.
'94 I thank R. S. Hulst for discussing with me his ideas on
the chronology and typology of native pottery from the river
area based on unpublished material from his excavations, and
for his kind permission to use whatever data he had available.
'95 Van Tent 1978. Unfortunately, this article appeared only
in 1981 and its results could not be employed in the data collec-
tion. The fact that they are in accordance with the information
' obtained previously from Hulst provides a wider data base
more criteria, or at least reveal tendencies in the devel-
opment from the Late-Iron Age to the Roman Period.
The latter point is stressed by Van Tent and Bloemers/
Hulst. It means that except in the case of faceted rims
(and, possibly, organic and sand tempering), the native
material itself is reliable dating evidence only in those
cases where a large sherd collection is available, and even
then the outcome will often not be entirely conclusive,
especially when the occupation period of a site covers a
few centuries BC as well as AD.
In one way, all this is hardly surprising: it would be rath-
er foolish to assume that native pot-making traditions
would change suddenly and drastically immediately af-
ter the start of the Roman occupation. These are so dif-
ferent from the Roman and Gallo-Belgic methods of
manufacturing pottery that they are more likely either to
have been continued in the same way with some gradual
change over time or to have been abandoned altogether
as wheel-turned pottery became available everywhere at
a reasonable price. Unfortunately, it is not easy to deter-
mine exactly what happened in the eastern river area.
Bloemers established that types of native ceramics found
in the Roman Period settlement at Rijswijk continued to
be used throughout the entire period of occupation into
the 3rd century.199 At least one type (Rijswijk type IV) is
especially common in the (3rd-century) period III of the
settlement. The fact that the pottery itself is clearly re-
lated to that of the northern Dutch coastal area and is es-
sentially unrelated to the native pottery from the river
area, is rather irrelevant. The important fact here is that
in a strongly acculturated settlement, situated only a few
kilometres from the civitas capital, native pottery con-
tinued to be used.
Although there are indications that native pottery ceased
to be used in the eastern river area in the 2nd century,200
the evidence from Rijswijk makes it difficult to believe
this was a universal phenomenon. There are a number of
sites which have so far yielded no, or hardly any, native
and gives strong support to the tentative conclusions reached
by Van Tent. Although Jutphaas is situated rather far west of
our area, many properties of the pottery apparently remain the
same.
196 Op. cit., 220.
197 Op. cit., 22I-2. See fig. 21 (rim form 5). Apparently rims
flattened on the side (form 3) should be added.
198 Op. cit., 237, table 27.
199 Bloemers 19783, 73-4, 190-2.
200 Pers. comm. R. S. Hulst. The sites in Jutphaas did not
survive into the 3rd century. See also Hulst 1981.
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ceramics,201 and it is obvious from the early Nijmegen
sites and the fort in Meinerswijk (126) that the Roman
army had only little use for it. It may also well be that the
inhabitants of some strongly acculturated settlements in
the eastern river area actually stopped using native pot-
tery in archaeologically detectable quantities. But all this
does not constitute definite proof, which can only be ob-
tained by the excavation of a number of sites which were
less strongly acculturated (which do not, for example,
have stone buildings) and were continuously occupied to
at least the middle of the 3rd century.
For the moment, the following conclusions seem to be
justified:
1 There was a general decline of native ceramics in fa-
vour of wheel-turned pottery throughout the Middle-
Roman Period which became marked in the 2nd centu-
ry. The rate of decline probably increased rapidly from
the middle of the 2nd or even the end of the I st century
onwards.202
2 Native ware may well have disappeared completely
on some sites around that time.
3 At some settlements, notably military ones but possi-
bly also a few others which are closely related to the mili-
tary forces, it was never used in any quantity at all.
As far as the Late-Roman and Merovingian Periods are
concerned, information on locally made or imported
hand-made pottery hardly exists. This is mainly due to
the almost complete lack of excavations of non-military
settlements dating to these periods and, moreover, to the
absence of detailed reports on the few sites that have
been excavated. These are Ede-Veldhuizen (i) and Ben-
nekom-Achterstraat (7) north of the Rhine,203 and Beu-
ningen-De Tinnegieter (246) and Millingen-De Pavers-
kamp (444) in the river area.
The hand-made pottery from surface collections has
been checked for the presence of late-Roman forms
comparable to those found in the Veluwe, the northern
provinces of Overijssel and Drenthe, and western Ger-
many.204 These forms are indeed present, but in all cases
they are those which were also used in earlier periods. As
far as Merovingian hand-made pottery is concerned, the
situation is roughly similar. The characteristic forms
tend to continue into the Carolingian Period. Although
the tempering of much of this Merovingian pottery is
different because of the larger stone grit it contains, this
is not always the case and some forms may be confused
typologically with earlier forms.205 Only in the larger
collections can the hand-made Merovingian (or proba-
bly Merovingian) pottery be properly isolated. An ex-
ample in point is Driel-Oldenhof (123), which yielded
rim-sherds of the typical 'bowl with short neck', which
occurs from the 5th(?) to the 8th (or even cth?) centu-
ries.206 The only decorated example is illustrated on fig.
49-
Implications
The hand-made pottery used in the river area during the
Merovingian Period and possibly also during (part of)
the Late-Roman Period is different from that in earlier
periods, although changes are difficult to detect in sur-
face collections. This fact is, of course, easily explained
by historical events, such as the arrival of German immi-
grants in the region.
In this respect, attention should be drawn again to what
201 A phenomenon already observed by Modderman, e.g.
1949, 90 (table); see also Van Tent 1978, 214 and Bloemers
19783, Appendix 8.
202 This is the reason why in fig. 23, presenting the chronol-
ogy of the sites, those with only native pottery stop at the
somewhat arbitrary point of AD 100. It is most unlikely that
2nd-century sites would not have yielded at least one sherd of
Roman pottery. In fact, the presence of Roman pottery is con-
sidered a sme qua non for Middle-Roman Period sites, so that
sites with only native ceramics have been omitted from Appen-
dix 3, although some of them may have continued for a few de-
cades into IB. There is, however, at this moment, no way of
reaching a completely satisfying conclusion on this problem.
Hulst (1981, 362) states that at least in the eastern river area
proper (between Meuse and Rhine), native pottery did not
survive into the 2nd Century.
203 The hand-made pottery from Rhenen-Utrechtsestraat-
weg (i i), which may include late-Roman forms, was published
by Van Es 1968.
204 These are discussed by Von Uslar 1938 and Van Es
1967. The overview presented by Van Es/Verlinde 1977 of the
material from Overijssel is especially useful.
205 The bowl with inverted rim Van Es/Verlinde 1977, type
1.4.1 is an example of this. When the fabric is not characteristic
and no decoration is preserved, a dating seems to be a doubtful
enterprise. The same is true for the hand-made bowls from
Den Burg, discussed by Van Es 1969 (if these forms should
turn out to have been used in the river area).
206 Van Es/Verlinde 1977,62-7, type 1.4.2. See also Van Es
1969.
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If
Fig. 49 Decorated 'bowl with short neck', belonging to the
early-Medieval native pottery from Driel-Oldenhof (site 123).
was said above about the transition from Late-Iron Age
to Roman Period hand-made pottery. In that case, there
is a continuous tradition with only a few changes which
are so difficult to detect that differences have only re-
cently been recognized and these have to be interpreted
with extreme caution. The only chronological groups
that can be somewhat differentiated are the 'Late Iron
Age' pottery on the one hand, and the 'Roman Period'
material on the other, with some very gradual change in
between. It is worth noting that there is no clearly ob-
servable and more or less sudden change in the ist cen-
tury BC, when another immigration must have occurred,
namely, the arrival of the Batavians.
It could be argued that that change still awaits detection
(Hulst (1981) leaves this problem undecided), but this
seems hardly likely. Except, of course, when the pottery
of the Batavians closely resembled that used by the in-
habitants of the river area. But there are no reasons to as-
sume such a close relationship. On the contrary, it seems
fairly certain that the Batavians were originally closely
connected to or indeed were part of the Chatti,207 who, at
least from the last decade BC onwards, lived in northern
Hessen.208 Mildenberger has published the pottery from
a large number of sites in that area, which in general fits
into Von Uslars's typology.20' This pottery group is, as
a whole, different from the native pottery in the river
area. Although these arguments do not constitute incon-
trovertible evidence, it is very probable that the arrival
of the Batavians in the river area did not cause the
change in the native pottery production which might
207 Tacitus, Germ. 29 and Hist. IV, 12. See also Sprey 1953,
16-9.
208 Nierhaus 1966,227; Mildenberger 19723,102-3.
2
°9 Mildenberger, op. cit., 80 ff.
210 Braat 1949, kaan l and afb. 2-3.
2n See e.g. Van der Leeuw 1976, 389-404 for a discussion
°f the different systems of pottery-production.
have been expected in view of their origin. This does, of
course, have implications for the interpretation of the
immigration of the Batavians, which will be discussed in
a later chapter (see also p. 23-4). It also underlines the fact
that the native pottery should not be called 'Batavian'.
Production
Most of the hand-made pottery was presumably locally
made in or near the settlements. The kiln from Bemmel
(165) may have been rather isolated, but on the other
hand a probable kiln-pit from Ressen-De Woerdt (151)
was located in the immediate vicinity of occupation trac-
es.210 The same is true for the middle-Iron Age kiln
from Duiven (196).The differences between the two
kilns may also be used to illustrate aspects of the produc-
tion proces.
The 'kiln' from site 151 is actually nothing more than a
shallow pit. The pottery was put into this pit and sur-
rounded by fuel, a method requiring no real investment
in a proper kiln. The low level of technical sophistication
in combination with the proximity to the occupation
traces and the small size of the pit make it very likely that
we are dealing here with simple household production of
pottery.211 On the other hand, the probably more or less
isolated kiln from site 165 was a true kiln. Fragments of
a perforated oven-floor were discovered, separating the
fire- from the stacking-chambers of an updraught kiln.
Although the kiln was rather small, it represents a cer-
tain amount of labour-investment and, moreover,
especially in view of its early date, a fairly high level of
technical sophistication. It is reasonable, therefore, to
assume specialist or at least semi-specialist activity in
this case, which points to low-level industrial produc-
tion. The near-by settlements are not particularly large,
and it seems doubtful whether they could support a resi-
dent, specialized potter. Therefore, we may be dealing
with a local semi-specialist or with an itinerant profes-
sional potter.
These two examples indicate that the production of local
pottery may have been rather complicated and that at
least some of the methods used trascend the level of sim-
ple household production.212 At the moment, too little is
212 In this respect, it is worth while also mentioning a numb-
er of large pits dated to the (Middle?) Iron Age which were fill-
ed with wattle-and-daub fragments, excavated at site 417
(Bloemers 19780, 251). It is not clear whether these could be
pottery kilns.
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known of the pot-making techniques to go into further
detail.
Apart from the two kiln sites mentioned above, evidence
for pottery production was also found at other sites,
either in the form of wasters, (probable) pottery slags, or
(probable) parts of kilns. Except for the first category,
these cannot be definitely attributed to the production of
native pottery because they could be related to Roman or
even later kilns as well. Probable wasters of hand-made
pottery have been found at sites 212, 222, 301, 341, and
presumably 479.
As already mentioned, most of the native pottery con-
sists of cooking-pots with more or less S-shaped profiles
and small rims, generally turned outwards.213 Other
forms, such as small cups and dishes, also occur, and oc-
casionally vessels with handles and, for example, cheese
presses (143, 234). Sometimes forms are encountered
which seem to be hand-made imitations of Roman or
Gallo-Belgic forms,214 but these occur only very rarely.
The only exception could be native imitations of the Ro-
man (but also hand-made!) cork-urns with intumed
rims, examples of which are fairly regularly present in
collections, although in very small numbers. Their fab-
ric is so different from the characteristic fabric of true
'cork-urns' that the margin of error is very small. On the
other hand, they usually have a thickened or bead rim,
but unless tempering with coarse stone grit or stamp
decoration are present, confusion with Early-Medieval
bowls with intuned rims does seem to be possible.215
Very little evidence is available concerning the importa-
tion of hand-made pottery. Somewhat 'foreign'-looking
forms are encountered sporadically, such as rims which
may have belonged to Von Uslars type 2 and possible in-
stances ofstreepband pottery.
A more positively definable class of imported hand-
made ceramics is the so-called coastal pottery, recently
published by Bloemers and by Van den Broeke.216
Sherds of this pottery are generally fairly thick but very
light, which is due to their heavy organic tempering.
They are always fired in an oxidizing atmosphere and
usually have a very soft surface which feels dusty. The
cylindrical forms described by Bloemers, which belong
to the Roman Period, were connected to the western
Dutch and Belgian coastal areas and are interpreted as
salt-containers. Van den Broeke mentions similar fabrics
but different forms, such as dishes and small cylinders,
dating to the Early- and Middle-Iron Age. The coastal
origin was firmly established in this case because dia-
tom-analysis of a few sherds clearly showed that they
were manufactured from marine clays, which did not ap-
ply to any of the other sherds analyzed.217
As both Bloemers and Van den Broeke have noticed, it is
very likely that this pottery served as containers for salt,
imported from the coast. The larger Roman containers
may reflect a technical advance in the salt-making in-
dustry, but they could also point to an increased de-
mand, a different distribution system and, of course,
other production sites. Sherds of this pottery are found
on 5-10% of the settlement sites throughout the area,
and include the Early- and Middle-Iron Age as well as
the Roman Period containers.
6.4 BUILDING-MATERIAL
6.4.1 Brick
Fragments of brick are present at most Roman settle-
ment sites, usually in the form of roof-tiles (tegulae and
imbrices), but other tiles (lateres) also occur frequently.
Brick is encountered in such quantities that it is always
underrepresented in collections because it is too trouble-
some to collect, clean, and store all the material available
at a site.
For the same reason, brick may well be present on some
sites for which none is recorded in the catalogue. On the
other hand, it is certain that not all settlements had
brick. It is possible to calculate a percentage of 'no-
brick' sites from the catalogue, but that would not be a
reliable figure because of the collection problem. The
figure would certainly be too high, but the margin of er-
ror cannot be determined. In this respect it may be very
significant that among the settlements yielding fairly
large amounts of material, only very few had no brick.
Good examples of this situation are site 143, with no
brick at all, and site 93. On the latter settlement (Hete-
ren-Het Lage Land), only two or three small pieces of
brick were found in the 1.35 ha that were completely ex-
cavated.218 In this case, the absence of brick may partly
213 See Van Tent 1978,223-34.
214 A.o. site 118. See also Van Tent 1978,232, type VA.
215 See e.g. Van Es/Verlinde 1977, 63, fig. 62, especially 41.
216 Bloemers 19783, 372-3 and 387-8: Schwach gebrannte
zylinderförmige Töpfe; Van den Broeke 1980,45-6, 54-6.
217 Van den Broeke 1980,46; Jansma 1980.
218 Fers. comm. R. S. Hülst.
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be explained by the relatively early end of the occupa-
tion, probably in lib. As is discussed below, it is reason-
able to assume that brick became more widely available
in the course of time, and that on settlements which were
deserted at a relatively early date, brick had conceivably
not yet been introduced.
As far as the general dating of brick is concerned, one
may safely assume that it was virtually absent in the east-
ern river area during the entire Early-Roman Period.
Even in Nijmegen, evidence for the use of brick in IA is
scanty, although fragments have been discovered in
Claudian refuse-pits during recent (1982-1983) ROB-
excavations at site 403. There are also a few early (pre-
Flavian) stamps (TRÀ and legio XV Primigenia), but
these can just as well be dated to Ic or even later.219 In
Elst (105), the earliest brick belongs to temple I which is
dated to between ± AD 50 and 69/70,"° and at the site of
the early fort in Meinerswijk the first brick occured in
the layers belonging to the third period, which is dated
to after AD 70.
It is clear that brick was not introduced in the area until
the very end of the Early-Roman Period, during the ear-
ly years of Claudius' reign. Its distribution is military, at
least until AD 70, and probably all material was import-
ed.221 After the start of the tile-works of the loth Legion
at De Holdeurn (433) shortly after AD 70, most of the
brick was produced locally and at least initially for mili-
tary use only. Because of the lack of stratified sites, it is
not possible to pin-point when the use of brick began at
non-military settlements, and no published excavation
data are available which can be used to that purpose.
However, the fact that several settlements (43, 59, 214,
341 j 377> 395, and 499) yielded stamped tiles from the
loth Legion indicates that at least during the Flavian pe-
riod, brick started to be used throughout the area. Sig-
nificantly, all but one (395) of these settlements also had
stone building(s) at some point during their occupation.
This may indeed be an indication of a process of distri-
bution whereby some (richer) settlements were the first
to have houses with roof-tiles, followed by a great
number of others during the 2nd century, while in some
settlements brick was never used in any quantity at all.
This means that at least some people could not afford
roof-tiles, but other explanations are also conceivable. In
this respect it should be noted that the absence of tiles
from Heteren-Het Lage Land may be explained chrono-
logically (tiles not yet available for everyone) but also in
another way. The settlement is of the 'post-hole swarm'
type (to be discussed later); it seems reasonable to as-
sume that houses, or rather huts, which must have been
so irregularly built that their plans cannot be seen clearly
after excavation, could not have carried a roof with
heavy tiles.
As far a the production of brick is concerned, private
tile-works seem to have played only a minor role in sup-
plying the area, because civil tile-stamps are virtually
absent (see fig. 50). On the other hand, these stamps are
more common in southern areas."2 The frequent occur-
rence of military tile-stamps in the eastern river area
seems to indicate that it may well have been supplied en-
tirely or primarily by the Holdeurn tile-factory,223 sup-
plemented only occasionally by (imported?) products of
smaller civil tile-works (especially along and south of the
Meuse?) Although the presence of small civil tile-works
in the river area has never been established, it cannot be
excluded.
Apart from the tegulae, imbrices, and lateres to which the
foregoing discussion pertains, other forms of brick are
fairly restricted. Special products, like tegulae mammatae
and large or small tubes are almost absent outside Nij-
megen. Those related to the heating system only occur
on sites with stone building(s).224 Tubuli have been re-
corded for sites i, 59, 99, 105, 117, 214, 239, 250, 315,
355> 383 (in a grave!), 439, and 441. Hypocaust tiles for
sites 105,135,182, 214,222,250, 315,355,377,424, and
508. Secondarily used brick225 in opus signinum floors is
also restricted to stone buildings. It occurs on sites 59,
105,126,214, 219, 222,239,377, and 500.
6.4.2 Stone
In contrast to brick, almost all stone for building pur-
poses had to be imported into the river area. It is diffi-
219 Because of possible secondary use in the Flavian fort.
See Bogaers 1965,13 and Haalebos 1977,179.
220 Bogaers 1955,174-9.
221 E.g., from the military tile-works of the legularia Trans-
rhenana (near Xanten?). See Bogaers 1969, 31, note 30; Rüger
1968, 60 ff. and Haalebos 1977,178-9.
222 For example, the excavation of a Roman villa in Maas-
bracht in 1982 (Willems 1982, 15-7) yielded seventeen stamps
cficandoneAAF.
223 For a discussion of the problems connected with this
proposition see paragraph 6.5.1.
224 The presence of rubuli on site i is the only exception.
225 For objects manufactured from brick see paragraph
6.6.4.
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cult to determine where (partly) stone buildings were
first erected, but it is certain that the initial use of im-
ported stone was entirely a military affair.226 The most
frequently used materials are tuff, limestone, and also
quartzitic sandstones.
The most likely place of origin for tuff is the Eifel,
especially the Brohtal and the Pellenz. The winning of
tuff is generally assumed to have been started there by
military personnel under Claudius, only shortly before
AD 50.227 Production and transport remained exclusively
in the hands of the army until the first half of the 2nd
century, when private enterprise apparently became
possible as well.228
Quartzitic sandstone22' occurs along the Rhine and the
Meuse: in the Rhineland secondary mountain chain and
in the Ardennes. It was probably imported to the river
area by way of both rivers. It was already used in the first
temple at Elst (site 105), which implies that it must have
been won by c. AD 50. Although Bogaers230 showed that
the walls of both temples were largely constructed with
this material, it is more generally used in the founda-
tions, as, for example, in most of the buildings in Nijme-
gen, and inside walls, in the opus caementicium. This
would also be in agreement with Von Petrikovits,231 who
observed a clear preference for light-coloured stone.
Limestone was exploited along the upper course of the
Moselle. It was already used in the first decades AD, as is
testified in the river area by two large blocks of limestone
from a column found in Nijmegen, which has been dated
to around AD 15.232 There is ample evidence for the role
of the army in the production of limestone.233
Other important stone building-materials in the river
area include slate and gravel. Slate is found on most sites
with stone buildings, but it was probably used as roof-
ing-material. At least one of the cargoes of the Roman
barge from Druten-Boldershof (site 211) consisted of
slate.234 Just like sandstone, it probably originated either
from the Rhineland secondary mountain chain or from
the Ardennes.
Gravel is the only stone building-material which has
been won locally.235 Exploitable deposits occur both in
the river area proper and on the ice-pushed ridges. Apart
from its function in metalling roads, it was used mainly
at the base of foundation trenches, possibly as a cheap
replacement for quartzitic sandstone which had to be
imported. Examples of this sort of construction have
been found at several sites in the eastern river area as
well as elsewhere.236
Of course, other stone material237 was also imported but
it seems to have been of minor importance. Outside Nij-
megen, for which a study of the imported stone is not
available, small or even minute quantities of marble (sit-
es 83?, 177, 239, 441, and 451), travertine (site 105), and
marl (site 500) have been recorded. A geologist's inspec-
tion of the finds from a number of sites may reveal other
material and will certainly lead to a more balanced evalu-
ation of the evidence.
In this respect, the collection problem arises once again,
because it is fairly certain that the samples of stone in
collections are incomplete and biased, if they are present
at all. Unfortunately, the catalogue suffers from the
same problem. It is strongly biased towards tuff and
limestone which are - and in many cases could be - the
only materials recorded systematically. This prevents an
adequate evaluation of the different sorts of imported
stone, but fortunately it does not interfere with the iden-
tification of sites with stone buildings. It has been estab-
lished that in all settlements where the presence of stone
buildings could be demonstrated beyond doubt, tuff was
always present: there is not one site with certain or even
probable presence of stone building without tuff.238
These observations have caused certain sites, with no in-
226 Cf. Bogaers 1955,147.
227 See Rôder 1957, 228.
228 Bogaers 1955,147; Rôder 1957,229.
229 Sometimes still referred to as Grcaanacke or, along the
Meuse, as Naamse hardsteen.
230 Bogaers 1955,144.
231 Von Petrikovits 1978,131.
232 Bloemers/Louwe Kooijmans/Sarfatij 1981, 86. The
blocks were found in a secondary 4th-century context, but
there is no reason to assume they were imported only in the
Late-Roman Period.
233 See e.g., Bogaers 1955,146-7 and notes 1-5.
234 Hulst/Lehmann 1974, 20-1.
235 An example near Wijk bij Duurstede is mentioned by
Van der Voort/Poelman/Van Es 1979,444-6.
236 In Druten (214), Deest (219), and Nijmegen, but also for
example in Zwammerdam (Nigrum Pullum), see Haalebos
'977, 30.
237 For a short overview, see Von Petrikovits 1978, 130-2.
238 There is an occasional site, such as 232 (Ewijk), which
definitely has no stone buildings, but still a few pieces of tuff
among the finds. These are, however, isolated finds in the vast
quantities of other material found during the excavations and
therefore neither significant nor comparable to tuff from the
surface of other sites.
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dications for stone building except some tuff among the
find material, to be interpreted as 'settlements, possibly
with stone building(s)' on Appendix 3. Tuff is thus con-
sidered as a first and principal indicator for stone build-
ings. It is easily recognizable even to the inexperienced
eye, and some of it is probably always included in collec-
tions or at least mentioned in a report. A good example
is site 85, which was already reported in i84423' as con-
taining tuff (duifsteen). Modderman's survey in the Be-
tuwe produced no fragments at this site,240 but later
finds by amateur archaeologists again included tuff.
This same site is, however, also an example of the only,
but important, trouble with tuff. It was imported during
the entire Middle-Roman Period, but new or secon-
darily used Roman tuff was also employed for building
during the Middle Ages. The tuff on sites which also
have Carolingian or later finds may therefore be not Ro-
man at all, unless, of course, the presence of a Roman
stone building is established by other means. This has
caused several settlements to be downgraded on the cer-
tain-probable-possible scale. Sites with tuff but without
Roman or Merovingian ceramics have, of course, not
been incorporated in the catalogue.
Dating
As already mentioned, it is difficult to determine when
stone buildings began to be erected. Limestone was im-
ported at a relatively early date, but it did not serve as
the main building material then or later. In fact, there
are no indications at all for stone buildings in the first
half of the ist century, not even in Nijmegen. The first
incidence seems to be the temple in Elst, which was con-
structed around AD 50, shortly after the army began
most of its mining activities. Some building work may
also have taken place in Batavodurum, the pre-Flavian
settlement on site 4O3,241 but definite proof is lacking.
Important building work in stone only started after the
arrival of the loth Legion in Nijmegen, shortly after AD
70. Inscriptions record that detachments of this legion
worked in the Brohltal242 (tuff) and in Norroy near Pont-
a-Mousson243 (limestone). The Flavian period 4 of the
castra (site 412) was partially built in stone. During the
last quarter of the ist century, stone buildings were also
erected in the canabae legionis (sites 407, 408, and 416),
presumably at the so-called commercial ward on the
Waal (403) and Ulpia Noviomagus (399), and also proba-
bly in the fort at Meinerswijk (126). There are no precise
data for the other forts in the region, but they may have
been built and rebuilt in wood until well into the 2nd
century, as shown by excavations in some forts to the
west (Valkenburg, Zwammerdam, Utrecht, and Vech-
ten).
However, as the early temple of Elst also testifies, im-
ported stone may have been more easily available in the
eastern river area. Stone building which was not directly
related to the army commenced in this area at least in
IIA, and might therefore be directly linked to the start of
non-military exploitation and transport of the necessary
raw materials under Traian and Hadrian. Some exam-
ples are settlements such as 214, 355, and 377.*™ The in-
habitants could apparently afford the stone at a time
when most, or at least a considerable part, of the limes-
forts were still built of wood and earth.
Data detailed enough to establish exactly when stone be-
gan to be used on most river-area sites are not available
because these generally depend upon excavation. The
buildings from Cuijk (500) seem to date from IIB, al-
though a monumental inscription dated to c. AD 100
could be civilian and point to building activities.245 The
datable material from the majority of sites with stone
buildings indicates that most of the activities probably
took place in the 2nd century.
Outside Nijmegen, tuff has been found on the following
sites (mostly settlements): 23, 39, 43, 59, 80, 81, 83, 85,
97?, 99, 105, 109, 117, 126, 135, 182, 194, 212, 214, 219,
220?, 222, 232, 234, 239, 245, 248, 250, 275, 291, 298,
315. 341= 355= 377. 422. 424> 425. 433, 439, 44». 453,
466,492,499, 500, 504, 508, and 513. Limestone was re-
corded for 48?, 59, 105, 109, 126?, 182, 214, 222, 239,
250,315, 341, 358, 377,391,445,466,499, and 513.
At only two sites have definitely late-Roman building
activities, mostly with secondary material, been demon-
strated. These are the burgus near Asperden (site 466)
and the fort in Cuyk (site 499). Furthermore, there are
indications of late-Roman stone building at the Valkhof
fort in Nijmegen (site 403) and the fort at Meinerswijk
239 Janssen 1844,297-9.
240 Modderman 1949, no. 54.
241 Bogaers 19793.
242 CIL XIII, 7694, 7697-9, 7716-8 = ER II, 748, 488,
744-5> 487,431, and 746 respectively.
243 C1L XIII, 4624 = ER II, 426.
244 Hulst 1978 and Braat 1934. See also note 256.
245 Bogaers 1966,67.
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(site 126), while this is also probable for a settlement
near Wijchen (site 315), the burgus of Heumensoord
(site 391), and the fort at Qualburg (site 460). Apart
from site 315, there are a few settlements which have
yielded enough late-Roman finds to warrant the idea
that (re?-) building in stone may have occured there.
These are especially nos. 81, 234, and 239, but a number
of others could qualify just as well. Until excavations are
carried out, no conclusive arguments can be put forward
on this matter.
6.5 EPIGRAPHY
Only two restricted categories of epigraphical data are
discussed in this paragraph: tile-stamps and graffiti. The
inscriptions found in the river area, some containing
very important data concerning the region, are incorpo-
rated in the catalogue as far as their location is known or
could be more or less reconstructed. They are discussed
when and where their content is relevant to problems
treated elsewhere in this or the subsequent article.
Stamps on terra sigillata are recorded in the catalogue
and separately in paragraph 6.2.1; those on other pottery
may also be found in the catalogue.
6.5.7 Tile-stamps
Apart from a few civil tile-stamps, virtually all of the ex-
traordinarily abundant specimens in the eastern river
area are military stamps. In view of their importance, a
separate list has been compiled (fig. 50), giving the
names of the units (or tileries) whose stamps were found
at a particular site.246 The exact readings and the rele-
vant literature may be found in or by means of the cata-
logue. Fig. 50 also contains stamps found in the river
area which could not be attributed to a particular site but
whose findspots are known approximately, as well as
stamps on tiles in clearly secondary position, such as
Doornenburg. The latter could conceivably have been
246 I am grateful to Professor J.E. Bogaers for several im-
portant corrections and additions to the original list and to
Professor J.H.F. Bloemers for his permission to incorporate
unpublished data from the Nijmegen excavations.
247 A very enlightening discussion on this subject is provid-
ed by Spitzlberger 1968, 78-9 and 82. The ratio of stamped to
unstamped tiles can be between i : i and i : 80.
248 For a summary, see Rüger 1968, 56-60.
249 Staehelin 1948,426; MacMullen 1963,7 and 29; Vitting-
hoff 1974, 121-2.
imported in medieval times from outside the region and
can therefore play no role in the discussion.
Virtually all the tile-stamps are from the Holdeurn tile-
works. It is clear, therefore, that because not all tiles
were stamped and the chance of finding the stamped
piece of a broken tile is exceedingly small, these are more
or less the tip of the iceberg247 and indicate a consider-
able, indeed practically universal, dispersion of Hol-
deurn-made tiles all over the river area. The evidence
strongly suggests that most of the tiles used in the east-
ern river area were manufactured at De Holdeurn, oth-
erwise more civil stamps should have been found in ad-
dition to the single example (CTÈC) from site 500 and the
M. Val. San. stamps from the (military!) sites 391 and4i2.
This does, however, present a problem. There has been
a long discussion about the significance of products from
military tileries.248 One thesis, advanced for the first
time in 1893 by G. Wolff, holds that military brick is in-
variably used for military projects. It has been chal-
lenged by Staehelin, MacMullen, Vittinghoff,249 and
others, but it is also supported by the detailed arguments
forwarded by, for example, Von Petrikovits, Von Gon-
zenbach, and Rüger.250 As far as the proven military-
brick in the eastern river area is concerned, most of the
sites mentioned in fig. 50 are indeed military (126, 391,
403, 412, 433, 460, 466, and 499), probably military
(135, 182, 194, and 450), or associated with military af-
fairs.
The latter category comprises settlements or other sites
which can be directly related to military settlements
(i8A?, 38, 39, 407, 408, 'Nijmegen-Hunerberg', 416,
and 434), which could conceivably be a military road-
station251 (105, 315, 391, 432, 500, and Hommersum-
Viller Mühle252), or which may be connected in some
way with public building (105, 315 + 316 and 399). Of
the remaining sites, nos. I and 7, which are definitely not
military sites in any way, are situated along an old land-
route to the north253 which must have been under mili-
tary control and frequently patrolled. Nos. 319, 420,
250 Von Petrikovits 1958,1825-6 and 1960,63-5; Von Gon-
zenbach 1963; Rüger 1968, chapter 5.
251 The stationes will be discussed in chapter 8.
252 This findspot is considered as such by Rüger 1968,68 It
has not been included in the catalogue because no other data
(e.g., concerning the exact findspot, find-circumstances, and
other materials) could be obtained.
253 See paragraph 3.4.2.
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Fig 5° List of stamps on
tiles, including material with-
out precisely known find-
spots and secondarily depo-
sited tiles (which may have
been imported in later times
from outside the area). Un-
certainties are indicated by
(?), possible additions by
Site no. Site name
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Stamps
i Ede — Veldhuizen
7 Bennekom - Achterstraat
18a Wageningen - Westberg
3 8 Resteren - Nedereindsestraat
39 Resteren - Prinsenhof
43 Resteren - De Hoge Woerd
48 Opheusden - De Zeven Morgen
59 Hien - De Wuurdjes
Zetten - Mariënbom
105 Eist-dorp
126 Arnhem - Meinerswijk
135 Huissen - Hazebergh
Doomenburg
182
194
214
222
244
298
315
Herwen - De Bijland
Loo — Loowaard
Druten - Klepperhei
Winssen - Het Oude Veerhuis
Beuningen - De Heuve
Wijchen, De Pas - Passerot I
Wijchen - Tienakker I
316 Wijchen - Wijchens Meer
319 Wijchen - Molenberg
Wijchen
326 Wijchen - Palkerdijk
341 Lunen-dorp
377 Mook - Kloosterberg
391 Malden - Heumensoord
395 Nijmegen - Hulzen
399 Nijmegen - Waterkwartier
legio I Minervia
exercitus Germanicus inferior
exercitus Germanicus inferior
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexülarii exercitus Germania inferioris
legio I Minervia Anfoniniana
legio X gemina
exercitus Germanicus inferior
legio Xgemina (?)
exercitus Germamcus inferior
legio X gemina ( ?)
legio X gemina piafidelis
legio X gemma
legio I Minervia Antoniniana
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexillarii exercitus Germania inferioris (?)
legioXgemina ( ?)
legio XXX ( ?)
legio XXX Ulpia victrix pia
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
legio V Alaudae
legio XXII Primigenia
legio XXX Ulpia victrix
exercitus Germanicus inferior
exercitus Germanicus inferior
legio I Minervia (Antoniniana?)
legio XXII Primigenia
legio XXX (?)
legio X gemina piafidelis {Domitiana ?)
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexillatio Britannica
vexillatio Britannica
legio XXX Severiana Alexandriana
vexillatio Britannica
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
Didius Julianus consularis
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
legio X gemina
legio X gemina
legio X gemina ( ? )
legio Xgemina (?)
M. Val. San. (?)
legio X gemina
legio X gemina
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Site no. Site name Stamps
403 Nijmegen - Valkhof I
407 Nijmegen - Hunerberg west
408 Nijmegen - Schildersbuurt
412 Nijmegen - Hunerberg
- Nijmegen - Hunerberg
416 Nijmegen - Hunerberg oost
420 Ubbergen-Rijksstraatweg(i)
- Ubbergen - Rijksstraatweg (2)
424 Beek - De Ravenberg
432(?) Zyfflich
433 Berg en Dal - De Holdeurn I
legio Xgemina piafidelis
legio XXX Ulpia victrix
vexittatio Britannica
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexillarii exercitus Germania inferioris
Didius Julianus consularis
legio Xgemina
legio XXII
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inférions
numerus Ursariensium
legio X gerrnna
legio Xgemina piafidelis
legio Xgemina piafidelis Dormtiana
vexillatio Britannica
legio Xgemina
legio X gemina piafidelis
legio Xgemina piafidelis Domitiana
legio XV Primigenia
legio XXX Ulpta victrix
legio VÏ victrix
legio VI1IÎ Hispana
legio Xgemina
legio X gemina piafidelis
legio X gemina piafidelis Domitiana
legio XV Primigenia
legio XXX Ulpia victrix
vexillatio Britannica
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
fä
M.VaLSan.
Didius Julianus consularis
legio X gemina
legio Xgemina piafidelis
legio Xgemina piafidelis Domitiana
legio XXII Primigenia
legio XXX Ulpia victrix
vexillatio Britannica
vexillatio Britannica
legio X gemina
yt
legio I Minervia
legio XXX Ulpia victrix
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
legio I Minervia
legio I Minervia Antoniniana
legio I Minervia piafidelis Antoniniana
legio X gemina
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Site no. Site name Stamps
434
437
449
450
460
466
499
500
529
Berg en Dal - De Holdeurn II
Niel-Pfarrkirche
Wyler — Hochstrasse
Düffelward
Kecken - Hufschenhof
Rindern - Friedhof
Schneppenbaum - Qualburg
Asperden - Versunkenes Kloster
Hommersum - Viller Mühle
Cuijk - centre I
Cuijk - centre II
Ubbergen - Berkenlaan
legio Xgemina piafidelis
legio Xgemina piafidelis Domitiana
legio XV
legio XXX
legio XXX Ulpia viarix
legio XXX Severiana Alexandriana
legio XXX Antonîniana
vexülatio Britannica
exercitus Germanicus inferior
vexillarii exercitus Germania inferioris
Didius Julianus consularis
Junius Macr. consularis
exercitus Germanicus inferior
legio 1 Minervia Antoniniana
LE[
legio XV Primigenia
legio Xgemina
legio Xgemina f ?)
legio I Minervia
legio I Flavia Minervia
legio I Minervia piafidelis (?)
legio Xgemina piafidelis Domitiana (?)
legio XXI rapax (?)
legio XXII Primigenia piafidelis
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
vexillarii exercitus Germanici inferioris
numerus Ursariensium
legio XXX
legio I Minervia
legio I Minervia Antoniniana
legio Xgemina
legio XXX Ulpia victrix
exercitus Germanicus inferior
legio Xgemina
[CAP f?;]lo
legio Xgemina
exercitus Germanicus inferior
cfïc
legio I Minervia Antoniniana
437i and 529, and also the material from Zetten-Marien-
born, Doornenbrug, Wijchen, Ubbergen-Rijksstraat-
We8(2), Wijler-Hochstrasse, and Düffelward have to be
'eft out of consideration because the find-circumstances
are unknown and/or the material is in secondary posi-
tion.'54
This leaves thirteen settlement-sites for further consi-
deration255: sites nos. 43, 48, and 59 in the Betuwe; 214,
254 Note that some of the material already mentioned, such
as the tile-stamps from 432,437, and Viller Mühle, could also
be included in this category.
255 This is, of course, only a minimum-number, because
quite a few of the previously mentioned sites may eventually
prove not to have been military at all. In January 1983, a small
excavation at site 95 (see chapter 5, note 16) also yielded a
(round) military stamp, presumably EX GER INF or VEX Ex GER
INF.
189
WILLEM j.H. W1LLEMS / Romans and Batavians, Ch. 6 The Finds
222, 244, 298, 3265 and 341 in the Land van Maas en
Waal: 377,395, and 424 on the ice-pushed ridge between
Nijmegen and Kleve, and 449 in the Duffelt. All these
sites are essentially civil settlements, many of them with
stone buildings. Nos. 48, 244, 326, 395, and 449 have no
indications of any building in stone. In fact, the thirteen
sites constitute three different kinds of settlement. The
five sites previously mentioned are native villages or
large farmsteads. Sites 43, 59,214, 222, 298, and 341 can
be interpreted as villae rusticae, whereas nos. 377 and
probably 424 are villae urbanae.
As far as the rural sites are concerned, there is no indica-
tion whatsoever that the military tiles in any of these set-
tlements were used secondarily, because all stamps are
associated with contemporary pottery, in most settle-
ments even a lot of it. Only in the case of site 377 is there
a possibility of re-used tiles.256
When the thirteen sites are considered, it is improbable
that these settlements were military. The stamps at the
villae urbanae can, if they are not in secondary position,
be 'explained' by the fact that these estates could have
been owned by officers or other high officials from Nij-
megen. Site 424, and also probably sites 425 and 426
where military tile-stamps have not been found so far,
may have been situated inside a territorium legionis be-
longing to the Nijmegen forts, and it is possible that the
same is true for site 377.257 For the other sites, however,
this is hardly likely, except for the clearly native settle-
ment 395 which should also be inside the territorium le-
gionis when 377 is included.
In her analysis of the distribution of military tiles from
Vindonissa, Von Gonzenbach was able to offer an inter-
pretation for a similar situation where a number of villae
rusticae were apparently built with military material.
These are situated on the fertile soils of the Swiss upland
plain, in the hinterland south of Vindonissa. Just as in
the eastern river area, all sites are at least as early as the
tile-stamps, so that secondary use becomes unlikely.
Von Gonzenbach explained this situation by introduc-
ing the concept of an 'area for military use' (militärisches
Nutzland), which comprises the Roman concepts of ter-
ritorium legionis and prata cohortis."* The area in ques-
tion was safe, fertile, and easily accessible, and Von
Gonzenbach attempted to show that its appproximate
boundaries were stable for a long time, and that it must
have been excluded from the civitas Helvetiorum. Un-
der Claudius the villae were built by the army to provide
food and fodder; the total area of c. 35 x 40 km also in-
cluded large wooded areas.
This analysis of the distribution of military tiles led Von
Gonzenbach to conclude that seemingly non-military
villae were in fact built and owned by the army.
Especially because of the fortunate circumstances in the
area around Vindonissa, such as a fair rate of recovery of
sites and a good periodization of sites and find material,
there seems little reason to doubt her conclusions.
Similar favourable circumstances, however, also occur
in the eastern river area, but the situation there is more
complicated. First, it seems impossible to reconstruct a
militärisches Nutzland, because that would encompass
the entire area north of the Meuse, which would be most
of the entire Civitas Batavorum and then one would also
wonder what would be left for the town of Ulpia Novio-
magus! But apart from these considerations, it is perfect-
ly clear that the Land van Maas en Waal and the Over-
Betuwe were very densely settled before and during the
Roman occupation by a native population. It is worth
noting that Von Gonzenbach259 may have dismissed the
problem of native settlement too easily when she assum-
ed that the natives who occupied the area became tenants
on the new estates. In any case, the relevance of her anal-
ysis of the 'Roman' sites is restricted by the fact that pre-
Roman and contemporary 'native' sites are virtually left
out of consideration.
This simplification does, however, not necessarily rend-
er her conclusions regarding the ownership of the villae
invaluable. But it could definitely modify the concept of
the militärisches Nutzland, which need not be as exclu-
sively military as is often assumed. As far as the eastern
river area is concerned, not only the distribution maps
but - in the case of the river area - also the classical
sources indicate that it should not be considered com-
256 Site 424, with only a fragment of a stamp and little pot-
tery, cannot be evaluated in this respect. Braat (1934, 13) put
the construction of the villa at site 377 at c. AD 125, and con-
cluded that the LXG stamps, therefore, had been used secon-
darily. The material found during his small excavation is, how-
ever, to scanty to warrant such a definite statement. Most of
the material can be dated to the 2nd century, but, apart from
the tiles, there is other pottery which could also point to a Fla-
vian construction date or to a preceding phase.
257 This possibility was also considered by Bogaers 1962-31
82.
258 Rüger 1968,51.
259 Op. cit., 126.
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pletely military territory. Tacitus' remarks on the special
status of the Batavians, which was continued on the old
conditions after the revolt of AD 69—jo,260 clearly contra-
dict such a drastic measure as the creation of a military
territory over a large part of the Batavian area.261 In ad-
dition to all this, the evidence of the 6 LXG stamps (43,
59, 214, 341, 395, and 449) and the later military stamps
from 214 and other sites is probably too scanty to assume
the institution of a military territory at any time.
Von Gonzenbach's interpretation of the Swiss evidence
cannot, therefore, be applied to the eastern river area,
even though it was a frontier zone and thus under tight
military control. This last observation could still lead to
an interpretation of the settlements with military tile-
stamps as military property, but there are other argu-
ments which contradict such a conclusion. Three of the
settlements involved (48, 244, and 395) have yielded so
much material that it can be concluded that they never
had any buildings in stone. More significantly, five set-
tlements were already in existence in the Late-Iron Age
or even before that (43, 244, 326, 341, and 449) and one
(48) at least before AD 50. This already indicates that
these were native settlements, not villae rusticae newly
built by the army for its own purposes. Also, site 298 ex-
isted at least half a century (or more) before the earliest
stamp (VEX BRIT) found on it can be dated; the earliest
material from site 222, with an EX GER INF stamp, is Fla-
vian.
There are only two sites, 59 and 214, which could have
been built by the loth Legion after AD 70. However, the
excavations at site 214^" have revealed that if the settle-
ment did not already exist before AD 70, the buildings
were certainly constructed in a native tradition. As the
excavator puts it, the conclusion is justified that 'kurz
nach jo n. Chr. in Dritten auf dem Gebiet der heutigen
Klepperhei eine Siedlung entstand, die, wenn sie nicht sogar
an einer, an diesem Platze bereits bestehenden Siedlung
anschloss, in jedem Fall ihre Wurzeln in der einheimischen
Tradition hatte, daneben aber bereits unverkennbare Zei-
chen von Romanisierung trug.' There is no reason to as-
sume that the situation at site 59 is any different from
Druten.
260 Tacitus, Hist. IV, 12,3; IV, 17,2; V, 25,2 and Germ. 29.
See also Bogaers 1955,186-8 and 1960-1, 263-5.
261 Similar conclusions about military territories in general,
described as irrige Verlegenheitskonstruktionen (Vittinghoff
'976, 77), and the interpretation of tile-stamp distributions in
Particular have recently been put forward by Vittinghoff. In a
In conclusion, it can be said that the available evidence
indicates that stamped military brick was used by, and
was thus available to, part of the native population.
From a quantitative point of view, it has to be admitted
that the number of stamps on military sites far exceeds
that on civil settlements. Although the same is true for
the total amount of brick, a correction for this factor -
which cannot be calculated for lack of quantitative data
- would presumably still indicate a relatively higher in-
cidence of military stamps on military sites. The as-
sumption that this is true does not, however, change the
conclusion. Also, the why, when, and how of the stamp-
ing of tiles are unknown, and cannot lead to interpreta-
tions of this difference. In the end, it may even be the
other way around and observed differences may lead to
a better insight into the various motives for and frequen-
cies of tile-stamping.
This situation, although desirable, is probably not at-
tainable. From the presence of military and the absence
of civil stamps, and also the central location of site 433,
it has been concluded that virtually all brick on civilian
settlements came from De Holdeurn. To conclude that
is one thing, but to provide an explanation is quite a dif-
ferent matter. Not only the mechanisms relevant to the
stamping of tiles are important in that case, but also
those by which the products passed from producer to
consumer.
In this respect, it may be important that the majority of
stamps on civilian sites seems to be early (LXG, VEX
BRIT) and not late ((VEX) EX GER INF). This could be due
to changing distribution mechanisms and a shift from
site 412 (the fortress) to site 399 (the town) as the centre
for trade or barter. But, again, this remains mere specu-
lation. The reason could be nothing more than a change
in stamping-habits. Also, the phenomenon may not even
exist, because a great number of stamps from many sites
have been excluded only because their presence might in
some way be attributed to the army, without any real ev-
idence that this was indeed the case.
This implies that the evidence for military stamps in a
civilian context may be even larger than has been assum-
ed so far. The data from the eastern river area certainly
detailed and well-documented article (1974) he not only rejects
the use of tile-stamp distributions (1974,121-2) to reconstruct
a militärisches Nutzland, but also presents far-reaching criti-
cisms of the entire concept as developed by Rüger (1968,
chapter 5).
262 Hulst 1978, esp. 149-50.
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support Vittinghoff s ideas, and it has to be concluded
that although it may be true in some areas,263 Wolffs hy-
pothesis is not universally applicable.
This is also demonstrated by the intuitively even obvi-
ous fact that all sorts of material from the army were
bound to spread over the surrounding countryside. In
this respect, it is useful to point to the other 'military'
characteristics of sites with tile-stamps, whose native or-
igin and character is beyond doubt. For example, only
sites 43 and 326 do not appear in fig. 24 because they
have less than ten sherds of t.s. and this is significant
only for site 43.264 Several have fine Nijmegen pottery or
exceptionally early pottery. This may point to a special
relation between the army and the inhabitants.
6.5.2 Graffiti
Under 'graffiti', only a limited class of inscriptions will
be discussed. These are the post cocturam inscriptions on
pottery. It would be useless to discuss the names, signs,
or other texts engraved before the pottery was fired, be-
cause they contain no information about the people in
the river area. Unless, of course, the site of production
was also located in the area, such as the ante cocturam
graffiti on the Nijmegen ware.265 Painted inscriptions
should, in principle, be included. They are, however,
very rare. Only a few examples are known on pottery
from the legionary fortress from Nijmegen. Inscriptions
on materials other than pottery are also included, as long
as they do not refer to the production process (outside
the river area).
Much interesting and useful data can be obtained from
the study of graffiti,266 but the available evidence from
the eastern river area is too scanty to allow a fruitful dis-
cussion. Just as with so many other data, probably 90 %
or more of all graffiti discovered so far in the river area
are from Nijmegen and only a small part of these has
been published to date. Apart from a more general over-
view by De Waele, collections of graffiti were published
by Breuer, Brunsting, and Stuart.267
This is not a surprising situation, especially when the
material studied by Bakker and Galsterer-Kroll clearly
showed that most of the graffiti were found in a military
context,268 even when the composition of the collection,
which is clearly biased towards finds from military set-
tlements, is taken into account. This may be due to a
number of factors. First, graffiti occur especially on val-
uable pottery, notably terra sigillata, which is definitely
more abundant in military (or closely related) settle-
ments.269
Second, officials and military personnel were more liter-
ate than the civilian population. This may be true, it can
even be taken for granted for the Early-Roman Period,
but it is partly invalidated by a third argument. As
Bakker and Galsterer-Kröll have noted,270 owner's
marks (both names and signs) are much more likely to
occur in a military camp with a large number of hetero-
geneous people living together than in the households in
civilian settlements. This would explain why two de-
cades of occupation in Vetera yielded 75 graffiti, where-
as two centuries of occupation in the equally well-exca-
vated Colonia Ulpia Traiana, which undoubtedly had
quite a few literate inhabitants, resulted in only 18 graf-
fiti in the Bonner museum collections. For this reason,
the absence of graffiti cannot be interpreted as an ab-
sence of literacy.
The approximately 50 inscriptions on pottery from the
cemetery near Hees testify to the literacy of at least part
of the population of Ulpia Noviomagus. There are only
a few graffiti from a civilian, or at least not directly mili-
tary, context in the surrounding area. These are:
1 iv[ on an amphora Site t
2 c[ on a smooth-ware sherd (probably flagon) Site i
3 // on a coarse-ware rim Nb 89 Site 7
4 // on an amphora Site 7
5 ]RA[ on a smooth-ware sherd (probably
flagon) Site 47
6 ]vsA[onpart of a flagon Site 96
7 ]NO ANAriNtocKf on the wall plaster of
temple II271 Site 105
8 M on a terra sigillata cup Drag 27 Site 154
263 In addition to the literature which has already been men-
tioned, see also, e.g., Spitzlberger 1968, 96 on Raetia and Al-
fbldi 1967, 44 ff. on Dalmatia.
264 See p. 137. The total amount of material recovered from
site 326 is too small.
265 See Haalebos/Thijssen 1977.
266 See Bakker/Galsterer-Kroll 1975, esp. chapters 33, 4,
and 5.
267 De Waele 1931,65-72; Breuer 1931,112-4 and PI. XIV;
Brunsting 1937, 191-7 and PI. 8; Stuart 1963, 98-104 and PI.
26-8; Stuart 1977, 69-71 and PI. 58-60.
268 Op. cit., 7-8 and 55-6.
269 Op. cir.,9-io. See also paragraph 6.2.1.
270 Op. cit., 56.
271 Bogaers 1955, 135-7.
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9 L on a two ribbed flagon-handle Site 212
10 TAGVZI on a smooth-ware sherd (probably
flagon) Site 214
11 v FEC on the wall plaster of building
no. i272 Site 214
12 ]PPX[ on a smooth-ware sherd (probably
flagon) Site 232
13 VERVS(?) on a terra sigillata mortarium Site 239
14 ]x[ on a smooth-ware sherd (probably
flagon) Site 270
15 xi i on a coarse-ware sherd Site 298
16 E (or N) on a terra sigillata cup Drag 27 Site 315
17 AMAE(?) on a terra sigillata dish Drag 18 Site 319
18 M on a terra sigillata dish Drag 18/31 Site 332
19 N.NOVVM on a terra sigillata dish
Dragi8/3i273 Site 368
20 A M on a terra sigillata dish Drag 18/3I273 Site 368
21 IN(?) on a terra sigillata dish Lud Tq273 Site 368
22 VITALIS on a terra sigillata dish Site 396
23 BE[ on a terra sigillata dish Drag 31274 Site 432?
24 NITV on a bronze patera275 Site 440
25 I V L V I C T on a terra sigillata cup276 Site 442
26 siPERi(or ciPERi)onaflagon277 Site 455?
27 //// on a terra sigillata dish Lud Tq Site 462
28 KEXAVVO (or NIRIAVVO) on a terra
sigillata cup Drag 3327S Site 500
Simple owner's marks (or numbers) in the form of x,i,
or ®, which occur at a number of sites (a.o. 2i, 120, 126,
214, 232, 234, 298, 315, and 368) have been omitted
from this list. The 'military' graffiti are more numerous.
They have been found at a number of sites, including 9,
38,39,69,120,125,126,129,182,433, and 499(?)279 and
generally consist of readable texts or names.
As is obvious from the above list, the civilian graffiti in
the eastern river area also consist partly of readable text
or at least a letter. Nos. 3, 4, 27, and possibly 14 and 16
are illiterate or numbers, no. 15 is a number. When the
x marks are added to these, the ratio of 'literate' v. 'illit-
272 Peters/Swinkels/Moormann 1978,170.
273 Bogaers'Morren 1954, 58-9.
274 BakkerGalsterer-Kröll 1975,171-2.
275 Den Boesterd 1956, 25 (no. 68) and PI. XVIII, 68a.
2?6 CIL XIII, 10017 = ER II, 118.
277 Bakker/Galsterer-Kröll 1975,172.
2?8 Koeling/Koolen 1978,46 and aß. 18.
279 For details see the catalogue and the literature cited
therein. The graffiti from site 126 will be discussed in chapter
9. Those of 39,182, and 499 (?) are unpublished.
erate' graffiti would probably be c. 50:50, but such a re-
lation means little. Not all graffiti were necessarily writ-
ten by the native population,280 although it is not unrea-
sonable to suppose that they were generally inscribed by
the people who lived or were buried on the sites where
the graffiti were found. The illiterate x-signs and num-
bers that appear especially on common coarse ware or ter-
ra nigra-like pottery (e.g. the storage jars T i281) point to
the fact that they are not owner's marks but designations
concerning the contents or special use282 of these pots.
The literate graffiti are found especially on terra sigillata
(twelve times) and flagons (eight times), and could be
predominantly owner's marks. These differences cause
difficulties with a straightforward interpretation of liter-
ary v. illiteracy, as proposed by, for example, Bloe-
mers.283 There was apparently little need to inscribe
valuable pottery outside military camps and the chance
of finding this pottery, let alone the inscribed part of it,
is exceedingly small on sites where it is relatively infre-
quent. The more frequent kitchen wares with use- or
content-marks are more likely to be found.
The above arguments lead to the conclusion that graffiti
cannot, as yet, be used as hard evidence in comparing
settlements and evaluating degrees of literacy, or its ab-
sence. They can, however, serve to establish the pres-
ence of literate people, and in this sense the eastern river
area does not seem to do badly, given that the total
number of graffiti from settlements exceeds the total
number recovered by the excavations of the Colonia Ul-
pia Traiana until 1975. If this would imply that the total
number of literate inhabitants also exceeded that of the
CVT, the region would probably have quite a few of
them.
6.6 OTHER FINDS
This paragraph discusses a number of diverse artifacts
related to industrial or, more generally, to economic ac-
280 Which is certain for no. 7 from site 105, which was writ-
ten by a Greek immigrant or visitor, according to Bogaers, of.
cit.
281 See p. 163 and note 86.
282 As Bakker and Galsterer-Kroll (op. cit., 56) rightly point
out, the same pottery would not be used one day for fish and
garlic and the other for a sweet food, so there was a need for
distinguishing possibly identical pottery forms.
283 Bloemers 1980,167.
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Fig. 51 Triangular and conical loomweights from Ewijk-De
Ooigraaf (site 235).
tivities in the eastern river area. This subject, which is
touched on several times elsewhere in this article, will be
dealt with in a more integrated way in the second part of
this study. But some of the material evidence - usually
described in the categories (/), («), (p), and (q) of the cat-
alogue - is presented here for separate evaluation.
6.6.7 Loomweights and Spindle-Whorls
Loomweights and spindle-whorls come to light relative-
ly frequently on settlement sites. Loomweights occur at
least at the following sites: i, 42, 59, 81, 93, 141, 142,
151, 189, 197, 214, 232, 235, 250, 261, 270, 280, 299,
300, 301, 326, 333, 479, 483, 500, and 524. During the
inventarisation of the collections, only one type of loom-
weight was recorded in any quantity: fairly large trian-
gular loomweights with three holes through the sides
(fig. 51). These are found, together with an occasional
ring-shaped loomweight, in a late-Iron Age as well as
Roman Period context and are manufactured from clay
that is generally, but not always, fired rather softly.
Loomweights made from secondarily used Roman mate-
rial, such as brick, do not exist (see paragraph 6.6.4).
The ring-shaped loomweight, which serves to hold a
large number of threads in its one large hole, seems to be
more or less timeless. It is also found in later settlements
such as Wijster and Odoorn.284 The triangular loom-
weights, however, seem to disappear during the Late-
Roman Period when they could have been replaced by
conical loomweights, such as Wijster type XII B, that
have also been found in some quantity in Ede-Veldhui-
zen (i). This does not imply that all conical loomweights
are relatively late. They have been found in pre-Roman
and middle-Roman contexts285 and are, therefore, a
rather long-lived form. There are only a few loom-
weights datable to the Merovingian Period. The exam-
ples from a weaver's hut in Cuijk (500) are described as
having a central hole and roughly biconical in section.286
Spindle-whorls are more frequent than loomweights.
They were found in larger numbers and at more sites: i,
too, in, 114, 140, 141, 144, 148, 149, 150, 151, 177,
185, 189, 214, 218, 226, 232, 234, 235, 239, 244, 248,
250, 273,283,300, 315,329,350, and 479. They are gen-
erally conical, sometimes more bulbous in section, al-
ways well finished and fairly hard-fired. Spindle-whorls
manufactured from secondarily used native pottery
sherds have been observed only sporadically.
There are a few points about loomweights and spindle-
whorls which deserve further attention. First, it could be
important that both are definitely 'native'. There are no
examples anywhere that have been manufactured in, for
example, smooth or coarse ware, which would point to
their production by a potter working in the (Gallo-i
Roman tradition. They were therefore probably not
bought but locally made,287 a possibility which may have
interesting implications. It could indicate a continued
and uninterrupted tradition of native ceramic technolo-
gy. The fact that apparently loomweights and especially
spindle-whorls were not made by (semi-) professional
(Gallo-) Roman potters in any period provides support
for the idea that in most settlements at least some native
pottery continued to be manufactured as well.
It could also be an indication that the technology of tex-
tile production continued relatively unchanged during
the entire Roman occupation,288 although there is no
284 Van Es 1967,285, type XIIA and Van Es 1979,216, type
IX.
285 Van Tent 1978, 243. Fig. 35,1 is pre-Roman. Bloemers
19783, 373, type XIIIB, dates to the Middle-Roman Period.
286 Bogaers 1966,71.
287 In contrast, many examples of later (Medieval) spindle-
whorls found in the river area are clearly not locally made.
They are manufactured in Steingut and other pottery, some-
times even glazed.
288 See eg. Forbes 1964, 203 ff. on the persistence of the
warp-weighted loom, even though it was partially replaced by
the double-beamed vertical loom in the classical world.
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way of verifying this because of lack of organic remains.
On the other hand, the organization of textile production
could have changed considerably. Applebaum289 has ar-
gued, on the basis of different distribution patterns of
loomweights and spindle-whorls in Roman Britain, that
while 'spinning was the practice in every household,
weaving was limited to established mills associated with
industrial centres, located on large estates private or
governmental'. There is no way of testing conclusively
this assumption in the eastern river area on the basis of
the available evidence. Loomweights are definitely less
numerous than spindle-whorls and also occur at fewer
sites. But this may in part be fortuitous, because the
former are less well fired and easily break into unrecog-
nizable pieces. Besides, the proportion of 26 against 31
sites is not particularly significant.
It could be that there actually is a difference between the
late-Iron Age and the Roman Period distribution pat-
terns, especially as far as loomweights are concerned.
Unfortunately, we are dealing largely with surface col-
lections and this means that the weights cannot be accu-
rately dated and that a difference, if it indeed existed, is
hard to detect. It should be noted that no significant
concentrations of loomweights are found in strongly ac-
culturated settlements, which, in the context of the riv-
er-area, could be interpreted as 'large estates'. On the
other hand, loomweights certainly do occur in small na-
tive-Roman settlements (such as 93). As long as insuffi-
cient excavation material is available it seems best,
therefore, not to apply Applebaum's idea but to assume
that both spinning and weaving were activities at the
household level in the river area.
6.6.2 Slags and Crucibles
Slags occur frequently on sites, sometimes even in large
numbers. Almost all of them are iron slags, although a
few have been related to pottery production. Unfortu-
nately, iron slags are undatable, so some of them may be
later than the period treated here; examples are the slags
(and cindered clay) from site 197, which are probably
medieval.290 Iron slags which probably date to between
250 BC and AD 750 have been found at sites 79, 81,93,98,
123, 126, 141, 142, 168, 214, 227, 232, 235, 256, 261,
270, 289, 299, 300, 312, 350, 416, 417, 454, 460, 461,
466,479, 485, and 508.
These are, of course, certain indicators of local iron pro-
duction. Only the slags from sites 256 and 350 can be
dated to the Late-Iron Age. Other Late-Iron Age slags
may occur elsewhere,2" but this cannot be demonstrat-
ed. The production of iron certainly increased during
the Roman occupation, in view of the number of slags
datable to that period.2'2 Crucibles and cindered clay are
also largely restricted to the Roman Period sites. They
have been found at sites, i, 93, 109, 270, 312, 416, 417,
and 4Ó6.2'3 The crucible fragment from site i is possibly
of late-Roman date and the material from site 466 was
found in a (late-) Merovingian smithy.294
According to Brongers and Woltering,295 iron ore did
not have to be imported but was available in the form of
bog-iron ore and iron concretions (Klapperstenen) in
Pleistocene sands. Bog-iron ore does not occur in the
river area proper but it can be found close by, both south
of the Meuse and north of the Rhine.2" Klapperstenen
are found on the Veluwe and also on the ice-pushed
ridge Nijmegen-Kleve. Although both sources have
probably been exploited, large amounts of iron (and all
other metals) must have been imported into the eastern
river area, especially during the Early- and Middle-Ro-
man Period. Probably in the Late-Roman Period and
certainly during the Merovingian Period, the earlier set-
tlements themselves must have been an important third
source of iron. The early-medieval smithy at site 466, in
which almost all of the iron of the late-Roman burgus
was probably reused, is an example.
6.6.3 Glass
During the Late-Iron Age, glass was commonly used in
the river area in the form of bracelets and, occasionally,
ring-shaped beads (Ringperlen). These have been stud-
ied and described by Peddemors,297 who concluded that
at least one type (3b) was probably produced locally.
The bracelets cease to be manufactured and used during
289 Applebaum 1972, 216-8.
290 See NKNOB 1958,166.
291 Possibly at site no. 232.
292 See also Brongers/Woltering 1973, 29.
293 Not all of these were used for iron. Some, e.g., from site
417 (Bogaers/Haalebos a.o. 1975, 156) are definitely for
bronze.
294 Hinz/Homberg 1968,190-1.
295 Op. cit., 28-9.
296 Op. cit., 30, fig. 2.
297 Peddemors 1975; the catalogue contains several addi-
tions to his inventory.
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the Roman Period, although they are occasionally found
in an early-Roman context.2'8
Although the distribution of the La Tène bracelets
shows a consistent association with obvious trade-routes
to the south along the major rivers,299 the clearly observ-
able abundance of certain bracelets, such as type 3b,
makes Peddemors' hypothesis of local production ac-
ceptable. The import of at least some of the raw materi-
als (manganese and cobalt oxides) and maybe even crude
glass does not contradict this probability. At the mo-
ment, the technological, typological, and to some extent
the chronological data on La Tène glass are fairly well
investigated. Unfortunately, the functional or social as-
pects of the bracelets have been almost completely neg-
lected, apparently on the assumption that they must
have been adornments.
They undoubtedly had this function, as is evident from
numerous grave finds.300 But the bracelets may have ful-
filled other social and economic needs as well. In Swit-
zerland and Rheinhessen, where they have been found
mainly in graves, their role in the burial program may
have been that of an indicator of, for example, social sta-
tus. As has already been discussed elsewhere, M1 there
are also a number of peculiarities about glass bracelets,
which may indicate that they functioned as primitive
money, in Dalton's sense of the concept.302 These pecu-
liarities include, among others, their frequent occur-
rence in commercial centres such as the Celtic oppida
and especially along trade-routes, although many brace-
let types were locally made and not imported. Therefore,
they seem to be more a concomitant phenomenon of,
rather than an object of trade itself. Furthermore, secon-
darily worked pieces of bracelets303 could^well indicate a
phenomenon similar to the halving and quartering of
coins. A third notable feature is that the end of their pro-
duction is in some way directly related to the beginning
of the Roman occupation.
The high quality of La Tène v. Roman glass could have
encouraged the prolonged production of the former, or
perhaps the adoption of its technique by the Romans.
Neither happened and, even more significantly, these
bracelets were not replaced by Roman equivalents. If the
La Tène bracelets were just trinkets, one would expect
to find Roman (glass or other) bracelets instead, but
these are very rare indeed.
A more promising explanation, therefore, seems to be
that they were indeed replaced, not as bracelets, but as
objects of socio-economic importance. As a means of
storing (and displaying) wealth and as a medium of ex-
change in certain transactions, the bracelets may have
suffered from the introduction of Celtic coins in the riv-
er area, an event which has been related to the arrival of
the Batavians.304 As yet it is unknown to what extent
these coins were actually used in the river area. But what-
ever happened then, they were definitely replaced when
Roman coins started to serve as a standard of value.
For the moment, it is impossible to test this hypothesis
regarding the function of La Tène glass bracelets in
other areas because detailed regional distribution maps
are lacking. The dating of different groups of bracelets
and their frequencies in different regions, in relation to
the introduction of coinage, needs to be studied in great-
er depth. Moreover, it cannot just be assumed, that
'glass bracelets' in general fulfilled exactly the same
functions and/or had exactly the same symbolic meaning
in all regions, although their total disappearance at about
the same time indicates that these were probably not
radically different.
As already mentioned, Roman glass completely replaces
the rather limited range of Iron Age glass products and
has been found on several sites in the river area, al-
though its total distribution is still rather limited. Settle-
ments with Roman glass are, curiously enough, much
less numerous than those with Iron Age glass. The set-
tlements where Roman glass has been found are listed in
fig. 52.
It is evident from this list that the occurence of glass
sherds is related to the other attributes. It is to some ex-
tent determined by the total number of sherds recov-
ered, but it occurs only at 24305 of all the Roman Period
settlements, which is a very restricted distribution com-
pared to, for example, terra sigillata. It seems to have
been a relatively expensive commodity, especially be-
cause of the relation to factors as 'stone building' and 'a
298 For example, on site 417. The clearly antique bracelets
in early-Medieval contexts (cf. Peddemors 1975,97) are irrele-
vant in this respect.
299 See Willems 19833, fig. 3.
300 Haevernick 1960.
301 Willems 19833.
302 Dalton 1978.
303 Peddemors 1975, 99: fragments bended into small rings
or having round melted fractures.
304 Roymans/Van der Sanden 1980.
305 Note that some (excavated, unpublished) sites may be
absent from the list because of lack of information.
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Fig- 52 The relation between different categories of finds
from sites containing Roman glass. The Nijmegen sites have
been omitted. Glass is present on all of them in relatively large
quantities.
Column i: x = excavated sites or sites where large amounts of
pottery (at least 250 sherds) were collected.
Column 2: x = sites with (a) stone building; s ; .
Column 3: x= sites associated with military affairs, e.g., be-
cause the material contains military tile-
stamps or other 'military' artifacts (without
the implication that they are themselves mili-
tary).
xx = sites strongly associated with military affairs
(implying that they are (probably) military).
Column 4: x = sites with more than 10 sherds of terra sigilla-
ta.
No. Name
lot of terra sigillata'. Also, the relation to military sites or
finds is quite clear. Because glass also sporadically oc-
curs in graves and, of course, in civilian settlements fur-
ther south, it is rather too far-fetched to assume that is
has a 'military' distribution. But at least the owner had
to be relatively rich, a factor which, in the river area,
seems to be firmly associated with 'army connections'.
As far as the nature of the glass is concerned, almost all
the finds are fragments of vessels. Only two certain ex-
amples of window-glass (126, 441) and two doubtful
ones (i3o,3c* 298) have been recorded.
Not all the glass in the river area was imported. The dis-
covery of a pit filled with broken glass at site 416 sug-
gests a local workshop where glass was recycled in the
Flavian period.307 The same may have happened at site
466 in the Late-Roman Period.308 The numerous frag-
ments of glass vessels and the presence of congealed
drops of glass make this interpretation very probable. In
view of the total distribution of glass, the military nature
of both sites is hardly surprising. The production of
306 It is uncertain whether the fragments from site 130 are
Roman.
43
48
59
105
il?
126
130
142
182
214
232
234
239
244
284
298
379
433
441
460
466
499
500
508
Kesteren - De Hoge Woerd
Opheusden - De Zeven Morgen
Hien - De Wuurdjes
Eist - dorp
Driel — Baarskamp/Lizesland
Arnhem - Meinerswijk
Huissen - Loostraat I306
Huissen - Bergerden
Herwen - De Bijland
Druten - Klepperhei
Ewijk - Ewijksche Velden
Ewi jk - De Hoge Woerd
Ewijk - De Grote Aalst
Beuningen - De Heuve
Leur -dorp
Wijchen - De Pas, Passerot I
Katerbosch - Eindweg
Berg en Dal - De Holdeurn
.Vullingen - Eversberg
Schneppenbaum - Qualburg
Asperden - Versunkenes Kloster
Cuijk - centre 1
Cuijk- centre II
Middelaar - Witteweg
x
x
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
?
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
XX
XX
XX
X
X
X
XX
X
XX
XX
XX
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
glass not primarily intended for use by the army is not
very likely in the eastern river area.
6.6.4 Net-Sinkers
Weights which are probably net-sinkers have been
found at a number of sites in the river area. The weights
are generally made of secondarily used Roman brick or
other building-material, but specimens that were pri-
marily manufactured as weights also occur. A very large
number of these weights were among the material from
site 316 (Wijchens Meer). A selection of these is illus-
trated on fig. 53 and gives the range of variation.
The first distinction to be made is between weights
made from secondarily used material (by cutting and
drilling) and those primarily manufactured as weights
(by modelling the clay and firing it). The second catego-
ry may be especially informative on the function of these
weights, because they can be assumed to conform closely
to the purpose they were supposed to fulfil.
Most of the weights from secondarily used material are
307 Isings 1980.
308 Hinz/Hömberg 1968, 186-7.
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Fig. 53 Typical forms of Roman Period net-sinkers found in
Dutch rivers. The examples are all from Wijchen (site 316).
clearly made from Roman brick. Fig. 53, i and 2 are
parts of imbrices, 4-6 of tegulae. All show provisions for
attaching a rope. For the weights nos. 1-5 this is a hole
which was drilled through the brick (diameters between
8 and 12 mm), while no. 6 is notched. In section, it ap-
pears that no. i is carefully modelled into a triangular
shape, 3 and 4 are rectangular, and 5 and 6 more or less
square. No. 2 is either damaged, unfinished, or clumsily
made. Comparable weights are known from sites 23,
194, and 199. They also occur outside the area studied,
for example in the settlement at Rijswijk, in the Koorn-
waard near 's-Hertogenbosch, the Ossermeer, and in the
IJssel near Dieren.30*
Apart from brick, weights were also made from tuff (fig.
53i 7-8), basalt lava (9-10), and quartzitic sandstone
(n). Nos. 7 and 9-11 all have holes (5-i2mm), while
no. 8 has two grooves. No. 7 is triangular in section, no.
8 is rectangular (although so weathered that it is almost
round) and no. 9 is more or less square. No. 10 is barely
modelled and no. 11 not at all. Weights made of tuff are
also known from sites 75 and 194, from the Koornwaard,
and from Rijswijk.310
Primary weights, which have so far been identified only
at site 316, are made of fired clay, but here there are two
varieties. The two wedge-shaped weights on fig. 53, 12-
13 are manufactured from well-fired clay tempered with
sand, which can only be described as brick. The sides in-
dicate that they are moulded, and the holes were drilled
before firing. On no. 12, the opening has been widened
on both sides with a knife into a conical shape, probably
to avoid a sharp edge which could cut into the rope. On
no. 13, the openings are widened by a smooth groove at
the top, the only place where the rope would actually rub
against the brick. The weight on fig. 53,14 is rectangular
m section and can also be described as a primary, mould-
ed brick product. The two grooves were hollowed out
before firing.
The wedge-shaped weight on fig. 53, 15 and the conical
weight no. 16 are less well fired. No. 15 is tempered with
organic material in addition to sand grains. The paste is
very much like that of the loomweights described earlier.
No. 16 is more brick-like. Both have holes which were
drilled before firing.
There seem to be three major types of weights: wedge-
and block-shaped, both with holes, and block-shaped
with grooves. The undamaged wedge-shaped ones
weigh 40 (i), 340 (7), 394 (12), and 585 (15) grams; the
blocks with holes weigh 343 (9) and 495 (16) grams; the
grooved specimens weigh 223 (8) and 348 (14) grams.
Nos. i o and n, which are also complete, are considera-
bly heavier: 960 and 1022 grams. The variation in
weight is representative for the other weights from Wij-
chen and elsewere, but it should be noted that very light,
complete weights are also present which are not illus-
trated here. The extreme is 126 grams for a grooved
specimen, also from Wijchen.
As far as the dating of these weights is concerned, there
is little reason to doubt that they are Roman. All were
found in association with either exclusively or predomi-
nantly Roman material. In addition, when secondarily
used material was employed it was Roman, either defin-
itely in the case of brick or very probably in the case of
tuff and basalt lava. A Roman origin cannot be demon-
strated for primary brick weights such as nos. 12—14, but
the brick does not at all look un-Roman. It fits perfectly
in the range of variation displayed by Roman brick, such
as that from De Holdeurn and other places. Moreover,
should these not be Roman, then there is no alternative
but to date them to the Late-Middle Ages, which, in the
context of the find-spots, is less likely.
In principle, however, it is always possible that at least
some weights were actually made and used in a later pe-
riod. Roughly comparable weights, including examples
which are definitely made of secondarily used Roman
material, are also known from Carolingian Dorestad.311
There are, however, some positive 'typological' differ-
ences. The specimens from Dorestad include compara-
ble wedge-shaped ones, but also rhombic weights with a
hole. All rectangular or round, long specimens have one
groove in the middle only, instead of two on the sides.312
Finally, in the Dorestad material there is no or very little
309 Rijswijk: Bloemers 19783, Abb. 180, 579/5620; Koorn-
waard: Zoetbrood 1983, 48; Ossermeer: Verwers/Beex 1978,
32 and afb. 47; Dieren: finds in the Gemeentemuseum Arn-
hem.
310 Bloemers 19783, Abb. 146, 744/5785.
311 Kars 1982.
312 The same is also observed on Roman weights from Pom-
merceul in Belgium, see De Boe/Hubert 1977,37 and fig. 50-1,
but these could well be anchor stones of a gill net (cf. Cleland
1982, fig. 6).
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secondarily used Roman brick, whereas it is in the over-
whelming majority on the sites discussed here.
In conclusion, it can be said that the weight's material in
itself is not decisive for dating purposes. The evidence
presented above indicates that weights made of Roman
tiles are very likely to be Roman, but that for weights
made of tuff this is somewhat less certain. The material
therefore, can only exclude some possibilities and pro-
vide a terminus post quern in a number of cases. Until
even more evidence is available, the associated material
is decisive in dating the weights. The third possible indi-
cator, the shape and mass of the objects, is not likely to
be very time-sensitive , because the basic characteristics
of weights are rather universal: a certain mass and a pro-
vision for attaching a rope are all that is necessary.
The shape and mass of weights do, however, yield infor-
mation concerning their function. This is a difficult mat-
ter, because weights are essentially multi-purpose ob-
jects which can be used to hold down many different
things (in different periods), but, in combination with
the find-circumstances, a convincing interpretation can
be offered.
The interpretation that they are net-sinkers is based pri-
marily on the findspots. It is very significant that, while
isolated examples occur in settlements such as Rijswijk
or site 75, all the sites where large quantities were found
are associated with rivers. Site 316 is a findspot of mate-
rial in a Roman branch of the Meuse, and the same is
true for the material from the Koornwaard and the Os-
sermeer in the province of Brabant. The finds from sites
23 and 194 are clearly related to the bed of the Roman
Rhine, those from Dorestad to the early-Medieval
Rhine, and the finds from site 199 and from Dieren to
the IJssel.313
Especially because weights are often associated with oth-
er material, presumably from nearby settlements, it
would still be possible to argue that they are normal set-
tlement debris. Apart from the vast differences in quan-
tities found in water and on land, which is a convincing
argument to the contrary in itself, the shape and mass of
the weights are also significant.
Except for fishing, there seems to have been only one
other sort of activity in which large numbers of weights
were used, namely, weaving. The loomweights dis-
cussed in paragraph 6.6.1 are, however, very different
from the weights treated her. First, there is a clear dif-
ference in mass. The loomweights are relatively heavy
and the variation is limited: from c. 500 to c. 800 grams.
This would seem to exclude an interpretation as loom-
weights for the very heavy kind (around 1000 grams and
more) and the light weights of less than c. 400 grams, the
latter being in the majority.314 Second, there is a differ-
ence in shape, especially in the holes. Apart from the fact
that no examples with grooves have been observed, the
holes in loomweights are either large (c. 2 cm or more),
or there are several somewhat smaller holes with a diam-
eter of at least i cm. This is understandable, because a
considerable number of threads had to be attached to
each loomweight.3"
The net-sinkers generally have much smaller holes,
ranging from 0.5 to 1.2 cm, and never more than one.
These are suitable for attaching one rope but not for
bundles of threads. It is worth noting that not only the
net-sinkers from secondarily used material but especial-
ly the primary (brick) specimens have holes with a diam-
eter of less than i cm.
Third, loomweights have one essential characteristic
that net-sinkers do not: all weights hanging from the
same loom must have almost exactly the same mass. If
they do not, the tension will vary from one bundle to the
other and the cloth so woven will be irregular.316 Because
several classes of loomweights may have been used, a
random selection of them could still vary widely, but it
appears in practice that this range is not so large: loom-
weights seem to have a mass of 500-800 grams, whereas
the masses of net-sinkers differ more widely.
Apart from the mass-distributions, the necessary unifor-
mity of loomweights also has consequences for their
manufacture. Equal masses are very easily attained when
weights are manufactured from clay, but they are much
more difficult to obtain when the weights are cut from
stone or brick. This implies that weights from second-
arily used material are very unlikely to be loomweights
for that reason alone.
313 The possible significance of Roman net-sinkers at site
199 is discussed in chapter 3, p. 60. Other findspots associated
with rivers are the Roman weights from Pommerceul (see note
312) and the early-Medieval specimens from Koudekerk, re-
ferred to by Kars 1982.
314 These figures compare very well with those of the Dore-
stad specimens discussed by Kars 1982.
315 The exact number is, of course, variable. It depends on
the number of threads per cm2 of cloth.
316 I thank Mrs T. IJzereef-Wald for drawing my attention
to this fact.
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On the other hand, the relative hardness which is neces-
sary for weights used under water makes it practical, if
not necessary, to cut weights from stone or brick or to
manufacture them in a brick or brick-like quality.
Loomweights are usually fairly soft-fired.
From the above discussion, it is clear that the weights
discussed in this paragraph cannot be loomweights and
must have a function related to water. Whether their
only function was indeed to hold fishing-nets such as
seines or gill-nets in a vertical position cannot be estab-
lished here. In the Koornwaard, the weights were found
together with a bronze fish-hook,317 and various kinds of
weights may have been used for various fishing tech-
niques, which may be related to the effective mass in
water of the weights318 and to their shape.319 Other ob-
jects may have had a similar function. At site 316 the
weights are associated with a large number (37 pieces) of
small, rolled up sheets of lead. These small leaden rolls
have also been found on two sites along the Meuse, near
Kessel/Lith (over 150 pieces) and Teeffelen, as well as in
Maurik along the Rhine.320 These are likely to be Ro-
man, and their shape conforms exactly to the leaden rolls
which are fastened around the lower horizontal rope of
some modern fishing-nets.
317 SeeZoetbrood 1983,48,fig. II.
318 SeeKars 1982. The effective mass of tuff is low, compar-
ed to brick or sandstone.
319 Possibly, though not necessarily, there is a difference be-
tween weights with holes and those with groves. For illustra-
tions of two sorts of nets, a seine and a gill-net, see Cleland
1982, figs. 5 and 6.
320 Van der Sanden 1983.
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